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A study of innovation in the context of a large scientific meeting

INTRODUCTION

The 1966 annual APA convention set the occasion for a second trial of the APA convention
proceedings, an innovation introduced in 1965, and for a study the first since 1963 of the con-
vention as a whole. Consideringfirst the trial of the publication, the APA convention Proceedings
had been designed to offer a low publication-lag, readily accessible medium of scientific dis-
semination that would serve both as an alternative to journal publication and as a means for
improving the overall quality of paper sessions at tile convention. In the latter regard, it was
hoped that the Proceedings would furnish attendants with information that would promote fruitful
informal discussion and serve as a basis by which attendants could better screen the sessions
in order to locate those in which they had particularly strong interest.

In nearly ail respects, the 1965 trial of the ilros272in had proved successful; the Proceed-
ing& reported work completed as recently as that typically reported at paper sessions, and the
information was made available in a published report, and then through secondary sources,
nearly a year earlier than usual for such disseminations. Tne distribution of the 1965 Proceed-
ings prior to the convention had a profound effect on the interactions at the convention session.
Nearly a half of the attendants of Proceedings-paper sessions had read at lest one of the papers
presented at the session, and the discussion and questioning from the floor was three times
greater for Proceedings than for Control sessions. While most of the Control attendants had
confined their interactions to seeking a copy of the presentation, attendant of Proceedings
sessions, presumably because of their access to the published Proceedings, sought more spe-
cific information on the substantive content of the paper.

The 1965 Proceedings was distributed free to members of the five APA Divisions that had
agreed to participate in the trial and to sponsor papers contained within it. The readership fol-
lowing such distribution proved to be very high and much of the reading crossed Divisional
boundaries. Reading proved critical to attendants' modification of activities in response to the
presentation; modifications were four times greater for Proceedings-paper attendants who had
read the paper before the paper session than for those who had not read it and twice as great
as for attendants of Control sessions. In terms of the effects of the Proceedings on other media,
the availability of the information in published form was reflected in the reduction in numbers
of requests for copies of the presentation and in the number of persons who actually attended
the presentation. About one quarter of the authors delayed, or decided against, submission of
a manuscript based Jri their conventionpresentation to a journal for publication a most impor-
tant effect of the 1965 Proceedings relative to the entire system of communication in psychology.

The functioning of the Proceedings as a channel of communication depended upon its per-
formance as a rapid means for disseminating research findings and upon its effect on other ele-
ments in the system of dissemination in psychology. In the first regard, the 1965 Proceedings
had functioned well; however, only a few of the possible effects of the Proceedings on other ele-
ments in the system of dissemination could be observed in a single year's trial. It was there-
fore necessary to undertake a new trial in connection with the 1966 APA annual convention to
determine how the existen-e of the Proceedings was affecting events on the convention programs
and other elements within the system of communication. In addition, a new trial was required
because the first trial was unrealistic in two major respects. One was that the first year's
trial involved free distribution a condition that could not for economic reasons be continued
and another was that there would be novelty effects with the introduction of any innovation.
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Early Project studies had been concerned with the entire program of events that make up
the APA annual convention and with the distinctive functions of different types of events. More
recent studies had focused upon the paper sessions at the convention and upon the transmission
of current research information. These studies have taken as a basic unit of information the
single experiment typically reported in a contributed paper. Communication acts surrounding
such papers were used to trace the progress of a researcher's efforts to disseminate informa-
tion and to describe the influence of his study on the efforts of others. In addition, the design
and subsequent trial of the Proceedings have been particularly directed at amplifying the function
and value of the contributed paper sessions.

A new study of the convention in its entirety was needed in order to reassess the function
of various events on the convention program in light of the introduction of the Proceedings_ as
an innovation connected with the convention. Apart from this consideration, there was good
reason to once again study the full program of the convention because of the importance of in-
vited addresses and symposia, the latter having been found to be the most productive sources
of valuable information in earlier APA conventions, and because recent methodological im-
provements would permit a better assessment of their function in the flow of research infor-
mation.

In the following year (1967), the study was partially replicated using only events based upon
the Proceedings. Since no new trends appeared in those data, the results are presented as
Appendix B.

METHOD

The 1966 Proceedings
The publication of the Proceedings of the 74th Annual Convention of the American Psycho-

logical Association (1966) was envisioned as an intermediate step between a fully supported in-
novation and a self-supporting and established channel of communication. To this end, a sepa-
rate grant proposal was submitted to the National Science Foundation for the deficit financing of
the 1966 Proceedings. The rationale for this proposal was along the following lines: the
Proceedings in1965had been entirely supported by a grant and was distributed free to APA mem-
bers. After this successful first trial, the new trial could determine (1) whether the publication
would receive support in terms of attracting purchasers from among psychologists and libraries,
and (2) whether the publication would continue to serve its functions under this form of distri-
bution.

While it was important to determine how the publication functioned under these changed
circumstances, it was unrealistic to expect the publication to compete on an equal basis with
established scientific media. For that reason, deficit financing was sought to enable the issu-
ance of the publication at a favorable purchase price. To support the publication of the pro-
ceedings, NSF Grant GN-505 was awarded in the spring of 1966 and editing of the 1966 proceed-
ings began. A minor issue in this trial was whether and how the Proceedings could be fit into
the APA publications program as a whole. The earlier 1965 Proceedings had been edited and
redacted entirely by the staff of the Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology;
the 1966 Proceedings was undertaken as a regular part of the APA publications program.

The changes in the conditions under which the 1966 Proceedings was published resulted in
an entirely different pattern of distribution of the volume. Whereas the 1965 Proceedings had
been distributed tree to the 6,700 members of the participating divisions and to 300 libraries
prior to the convention, the timing and extent of the distribution of the 1966 Proceedings were
entirely dependent upon sales of the publication.

Approximately 2,000 copies of the Proceedings were sold prior to the convention. Approxi-
mately 500 copies were sold at the convention and an additional 450 were inadvertently distri-
buted through persons picking them up from the registration areas at the convention, presumably
under the assumption that the publication was free. An additional 1,500 copies were sold be-
tween the end of the convention and the first of the year of 1967. This relatively low distribution,
particularly prior to the conveadon was reflected at many points in the results of this study.

The Design of the Study
A sample of convention sessions was selected from among the invited addresses, symposia,

and contributed paper sessions listed in the convention program. The sarni:Zng was non-
systematic and included approximately 30% of all sessions on the program. An effort was made
to include at least one session from each of the 24 APA Divisions and to sample each Division in
proportion to the number of events it sponsored on the program. A total of 10 invited addresses
(26% of all addresses), 21 symposia (12% of all symposia), and 23 contributed paper sessions
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(including 33% of the Proceedings sessions and 22% of the Non Proceedings sessions) were in-
cluded in the sample.

Persons were sampled according to their functions relative to presentations given at the
selected convention sessions.' (An exception was made with regard to paper sessions spon-
sored by the five Divisions participating in the trial of the Proceedings; all Proceedings Authors
were surveyed.) Authors were persons presenting papers, addresses, and presentations in the
sessions sampled. The Authors furnished a list of the names and addresses of persons who
contacted them before, during, or immediately following the convention to obtain either papers
or information on their convention presentation; these people constituted the Requestor sample.
Attendants were persons who attended the selected session and whose names were taken at these
sessions by the staff of the Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology.

Procedures and Instruments
The methodology of the present study follows that of earlier Project studies in attempting

to obtain behavioral data on the communication activities of persons who had any contact with
a selected sample of convention events.2 A review of the procedures used in the present study
and of the questionnaire instruments follows:

1) The first public notification as to the contents of the convention occurred in the latter
part of July when the program issue of the American Psychologist and the Proceedings were
published. Shortly before copies of the Proceedings were mailed, all Proceedings Authors re-
ceived the first Author's questionnaire and a copy of a form on which to report the names of
Requestors. This questionnaire obtained information in the time table of the various processes
leading to the writing of th, Proceedings papers, on the previous dissemination history of the
contents of the paper, on the Author's plans for further dissemination of the contents of the
paper, on his activities in the same area as that of the paper, and on his highest degree and
most time-consuming work activities.

2) At the convention, each of the sessions in the sample was attended by one or two mem-
bers of the staff of the Project on Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology. During the
session, the staff member recorded the number of persons hearing each presentation, the
manner in which the presentation was presented (that is, whether it was read or given without
reference to text or notes) and the names of a sample of Attendants for that session.3

3) Following the convention, the second Author's questionnaire was sent to the Proceedings
Authors, and they were requested to complete that questionnaire and to return the form for
recording the names of Requestors. The second Author's questionnaire obtained information on
the dissemination of the paper between the time the Proceedings was published and the conven-
tion, on the manner in which the session containing the Proceedings paper was managed, on
problems created by that way of running the paper session, on the content of the convention
presentation, on any modifications that resulted from the Authors' interaction with other con-
vention attendants, and finally on whether the Author had met any persons with whom he planned
to remain in contact.

The Requestor samples were taken from the form furnished by the Authors and they were
sent questionnaires as the Authors returned the forms. Requestors were questioned on their
highest degree, their work activities, the outcome of their requests to the Authors, the effect
of the requested material on their work activities and the activities in their work to which the
requested material was relevant, on their other contacts with the Authors, on the modification
of their work as results of making the request and, finally, on their own activities in the same
area as the paper they requested.

Attendants were surveyed from samples taken from the lists made by the staff of the Proj-
ect at the time of the convention, The Attendants' questionnaire covered their degree, area of
specialization and work activities, and their other contacts with the Authors of papers in the

'Whenever the specific samples are referred to in the text, they are capitalized to indicate that the refer-
ence is to a group that is defined as described within this paragraph.

2APA-PSIEP Report #12, "Theoretical and Methodological Considerations in Undertaking Innovations in
Scientific Information Exchange," Reports of the American Psychological Association's Project on
Scientific Information Exchange in Psychology, Vol. 2, December 1965.

3The staff member attempted to obtain two persona per presentation in symposia and contributed paper
sessions and to wove about the room between papers to avoid sampling groups of friends sitting to-
gether, etc. In the discussion sessions a paper was passed around within each discussion group and
persons were asked to supply their names and addresses. Generally, only one event was scheduled
for the Invited address sessions, and the staff member took the names and addresses of 5-10 persons
in each session. A complete list of Attendants was compiled at the end of the convention so as to avoid
surveying persons on more than one session.



session and with the contents of their papers. The questionnaire also covered Attendants'
activities in the same area as the papers they had attended, any modifications resulting from
hearing the papers or contacts with the Authors, whether they sought some continuing contact
with any particular author, any scientific communication problems they encountered at the con-
vention, whether they received any especially significant information because of attendance at
the convention, and the identity of the convention event that furnished such information.

4) Authors of presentations that did not appear in the Proceedings received one question-
naire following the convention that covered the same ground as the two questionnaires the Pro-
ceedings Authors received before and after the convention. These Authors did not receive a re-
questor form but were asked instead to furnish the names and addresses of up to three persons
who had sent in requests to them. Because of the unstructured nature of symposia and addresses,
questionnaires to authors of such presentations included a lengthy section that determined the
background of their convention presentation, including the amount and history of any research
summarized therein.
Rates of Response to the Questionnaire Surveys and the Responder* Groups

'Bible I presents data on the response to the surveys of various samples. In this table,
respondents have been placed in the groups which are most frequently compared within the
body of the report. The Authors of symposium presentations and invited addresses constitute
such small samples that they are combined. Because of the method used to generate the sam-
ples and the small number of persons that fall into these samples, Requestors of symposium
presentations and of invited addresses are combined. An additional criterion has been used to
divide the sample of Attendants. A sizable percentage of the Proceedings-paper sessions were
organized as discussion groups. Attendants of these sessions are therefore designated as Dis-
cussion. Attendants and are actually a portion of those persons attending sessions based upon
papers published in the Proceedings.

For simplicity, the respondent groups are referred to in the body of the report as follows:
Proceedings (P) Authors, NonProceedings (NP) Authors, Symposium and Address (S & A)
Authors; Proceedings (P) Requestors, NonProceedings (NP) Requestors, Symposium and Ad-
dress (S & A) Requestors; Proceedings (P) Attendants, Discussion (D) Attendants (note these
persons are attending sessions based upon papers appearing in the published Proceedings),
NonProceedings (NP) Attendants, Symposium (S) Attendants, and Address (A) Attendants.

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENT GROUPS

The 1966 study of the convention and Proceedings yielded results on.the characteristics of
the various samples comparable to those obtained in earlier Project studies. Briefly, respond-
ent groups order themselves with Authors highest, Requestors second, and Attendants third in
educational level and scientific activity. Among the Author samples, the Symposium and Ad-
dress Authors, as the authors of invitedpresentations, are the most senior and have the highest
educational levels.

Educational Status
Thble II presents data on the highest academic degrees of the respwidents. The majority of

all samples held the doctorate; the Author samples as a group had the highest percentages of
PhD's and the Attendant samples as a group had the lowest. The combined samples of Symposium
and Address Authors had the highest percentage (92%) of PhD's among all respondents, and
Proceedings Authors and NonProceedings Authors had approximately equal percentages (88%
and 86%, respectively). Almost three quarters of Requestor samples as a group held the doc-
torate. Among the Attendant samples, those at symposium presentations and invited addresses
had the highest percentages (62% and70%, respectively) with. PhD's, and Proceedings Attendants
had the next highest percentage (60%). Fifty-six percent of the NonProceedings Attendants and
54% of the Discussion Attendants had PhD's. All Author and Requestor samples and the Address
Attendants exceeded the percentage (65%) of the APA membership holding doctorates.

Symposium and Address Authors had the earliest median year (1952) for receipt of their
highest degree and Address Attendants received their highest degree in the next earliest median
year (1457). NonProceedings Authors had the next earliest median year (1959). Among the
entire At tor sample, Proceedings Authors had the latest median year (1962). Proceedings
Attendants had the latest median year (1963) among all samples of respondents. Symposium
Attendants, NonProceedings Attendants, and Discussion Attendants received their highest degree
in the median year of 1960. Proceedings Requestors and NonProceedings Requestors received
their highest degree in the same median year, 1962; Symposium and Address Requestors had
a median date of degree one year earlier. With the exception of Symposium and Address
Authors and Address Attendants, the median date of the highest academic degree are more
recent than the median for the APA membership of about 1957.
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Highest-Degree Specialties
All samples except Proceedings Authors were asked to name the specialty in which they re-

ceived their highest academic degree. 'able III displays the data on the highest-degree special-
ties of these respondents.4 Specialties of Proceedings Authors were ascertained from the Di-
visional sponsorship of their papers.

The highest-degree specialties in psychology named by the most substantial percentages
of any group of respondents were clinical; experimental and physiological; social and psycho-
linguistics; and statistics and psychometrics. By far the greatest percentage (30%) of Symposium
and Address Authors named clinical psychology as their specialty. On the other hand, the spe-
cialties of NonProceedings Authors were widely distributed over several areas of psychology.
The highest percentage (16%) of NonProceedings Authors had their specialties in experimental
and physiological psychology, an equal percentage (14%) had their specialties in social psychol-
ogy and psycholinguistics, and statistics and psychometrics; 12% had their specialty in clinical
psychology. While there were no data on the specialties in which Proceedings Authors were
trained, some idea of their current area of specialization could be gathered from the Divisional
sponsorship of their papers in the published Proceedings. Over one half of the 133 Authors in
the sample presented papers in experimental andphysiologicalpsychology; 28%, in clinical psy-
chology; 14%, in educational psychology; and 4%, in counseling psychology.

Proceedings Requestors and Symposium and Address Requestors named clinical psychology
in greater percentages (26% and 31%, respectively) than named other specialties, but the highest
percentage (16%) of NonProceedings Requestors named social psychology and psycholinguistics
and the next highest (12%) named clinical psychology.

Symposium and Address Attendants as a combined group named clinical psychology more
frequently (30%) than named other specialties. Symposium Attendants, however, named clinical
psychology in a much higher percentage (33%) than Address Attendants (19%) - reflecting the
sponsorship or joint sponsorship by Division 12 of about half of the Symposium sessions covered,
compared with only one fifth of the Address sessions jointly sponsored by Division 12. The
highest percentage (33%) of Proceedings Attendants named experimental and physiological
psychology as their highest-degree specialty and this percentage was over twice as great as
that for any other group of Attendants naming that specialty. However, in line with the sponsor-
ship of the discussion sessions by Division 12, Discussion Attendants named clinical psychology
as their specialty by the highest percentage (44%) of all samples of respondents. NonProceed-
ings Attendants named statistics and psychometrics in a higher percentage (15%) than named
any other specialty.

Scientific and Professional Activities
Ihble IV shows the percentages of respondents who ranked their scientific and professional

activities first or second in terms of time consumption. With the exception of Discussion At-
tendants, the majority of whom ranked clinical work as most time-consuming, the highest per-
centages of all other samples of respondents most frequently ranked research and teaching as
the first and second most time-consuming activities. Comparing the data in this study with the
study of the 1965 Proceedings, we find that the Proceedings Authors ranked their activities-in
terms of time consumption in substantially the same percentages. NonProceedings Authors,
however, named clinical work in a much lower percentage (4%) than the percentage (20%) of the
Control Authors in the 1965 study, presumably reflecting the attempt to effect a match between
Proceedings and Control papers in the 1965 study. Attendants at Proceedings papers in the
present study ranked clinical work as time-consuming in a much lower percentage (10%) than
in 1965 (22%).

Proceedings Authors and NonProceedings Authors had the highest percentages (75% each)
of all respondents who ranked research as their first or second most time-consuming activity;
Proceedings and NonProceedings Requestors had the next highest percentages (72% and 70%,
respectively) who ranked research in this way; and these were followed by Proceedings and
NonProceedings Attendants, of whom 66% and 57%, respectively, ranked research as first or
second most time-consuming. Although the highest percentages of all Symposia and Address
samples also named research as time-consuming, consistently lower percentages of them
Authors (59%), Requestors (58%), Symposium Attendants (40%), and Address Attendants (45%)
than the Proceedings or NonProceedings samples ranked research in this way.

Higher percentages of Symposium and Address Authors than other Author samples ranked
administrative work (33%), and writing and editing (19%) as first or second most time-consuming.

4in general, the pattern of highest-degree specialties of Requestors and Attendants for symposia and in-
vited addresses more closely resembled that of the Authors of such presentations than in other samples.
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Compared with all other samples (Discussion Attendants excepted), a considerably higher per-
centage (34%) of Symposium Attendants named clinical work as time-consuming.

The highest percentage (54%) of Discussion Attendants ranked clinical work first or second
in terms of time consumption. The next highest percentage (47%) of these Attendants named
research.

SCIENTIFIC COMMUNICATION BASED UPON THE CONVENTION
PRESENTATIONS AND THE PUBLISHED PROCEEDINGS

The Cung--Wis and Timing of Principal Stages In the Development of
Symposium Presentations and Invited Addresses

In order to understand earlier findings5 on the importance of symposia and addresses in
supplying the information sought at an APA convention and to be able to compare such presenta-
tions with contributed papers, the Authors of symposia and addresses were asked to report on
the nature of the main contents of their presentations and on the history of the research they
reported in their presentations. Table V shows the nature of the research work that led to these
Authors' presentations and summarizes the median number of months prior to the convention
when such work was begun and wizen it could be reported. Almost a quarter of the Symposium
and Address Authors gave a report of a laboratory or field study they had personally conducted
or ori which they had collaborated with others. They had begun the research approximately
21-24 months prior tt, the convention and completed the research to the point of being able to
give a detailed informal report of the results and their interpretations to a group of colleagues
about 5-8 months before the convention.

One fifth of these Authors (20%) reported that their research was a review or synthesis of
a series of studies they had personally conducted or on which they had collaborated. They began
research on the earliest studies of the series about 6 years before the convention and began re-
search on the most recent of the studies about a year before tht convention (9-12 months). The
approximate median date at which these Authors estimated that the most recent study in the
series had reached a stage at which they could give a detailed informal report was 5-8 months
before the convention.

Among the 11% of these Authors who made a review or synthesis of a series of studies in
which they had conducted or collaborated on only a portion of the studies, the approximate median
date for beginning research work on the earliest of their own studies was again about 6 years
earlier (72-75 months) the same as for those who conducted an entire series of studies. How-
ever, the date wt,-..n they began research work on the most recent of their studies within the
series was about 4 months earlier (mdn interval .May-August1965) than for those who had con-
ducted an entire series and the date when research work on the most recent study was completed
was about 4 months later (mdn interval .May-August1966). Finally, the same percentage (11%)
of Symposium and Address Authors gave a review or a synthesis of a series of studies in which
they hsad not participated at all as active researchers.

The highest percentage (34%) of Symposium and Address Authors gave a report that did not
fit into any of the categories included on the questionnaire and described above. Because such
a surprisingly high percentage of these Authors found no way of relating their work to a specific
study or a review of a study, the attempt to ascertain the content of their research and the
timing of the principal stages in its development proved largely unsuccessful. Eleven of the
24 Authors who failed to categorize their presentations reported on some type of clinical work,
three described facilities for research, and two dealt with the role of the history of psychology
in the university curriculum; the work reportedby the remainder was widely distributed across
areas of specialization. The typical report categorized by the author as falling into this "other"
category seems to cover some broad theoretical issue or to be a "thought piece" taking off
from a clinical experience. Despite the apparent discursiveness of these presentations, they
had been disseminated prior to the convention in various forms about as frequently as other
symposium and address presentations. They were less frequently scheduled for later publica-
tion than symposium and address presentations dealing with the author's research (80% for
studies; 79% for reviews of research including author's; 61%, "other") but slightly more fre-
quently so scheduled than reviews not touching upon the author's research (56%).

5APA-PSIEP Report #4, "Convention Attendants and Their Use of the Convention as a Source of Scientific
Inform ttion," Reports of the American Psychological Association's Project on Scientific. Information
F.xchange in Psychology, Vol, 1, December 1963.
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Timing of the Principal Stages In the Development of
Proceedings Pipers and Non Proceedings Papers

Authors of Proceedings papers began the research work on their papers (see 'Able V) at
a median date of January, 1965 (17-20 months prior to the convention) almost 4 months later
than the median date when wark was begun by Authors of symposium presentations and invited
addresses who reported on a laboratory experiment or field study. However, the median date
on which Proceedings Authors felt they could have given a rather complete report on their work
was almost 4 months earlier: September, 1965 (9-12 months prior to convention). These
Authors began writing the first draft of the manuscript for their papers at a median interval
of 4-8 months prior to convention.

The median interval on which NonProceedings Authors began work that led to a specific
paper (see 'Able V) was May-August,1965 over 4 months later than Proceedings Authors began
such work. The median interval at which the work had reached a stage that they could have
given a rather complete informal presentation of the main contents of the paper was January-
May, 1966 almost 4 months later than the date estimated for the same kind of report by Pro-
ceedings Authors. One third of these Authors reported that the work on their paper was not
completed by the time of the convention.

The Proceedings Authors' earlier beginning of the research work that led to their presenta-
tion, the earlier date at which they could make an informal report of their research, and the
percentage (33%) of the NonProceedings Authors who reps rited that the research work on their
presentation was incomplete at the time of the convention all contrasted with the 1965 trial in
which Proceedings and NonProceedings Authors arrived at the ssurke stage at about the same
times. The 1965 trial of Proceedings may have caused Authors plansing Proceedings publica-
tion to adjust their research schedules to meet the deadline with time to spare.

Dissemination of Main Cate*: of Convention Presentations
Prior to Convention. In general, considerably higher percentages of Symposium and Address

Authors than other Author samples reported that the main contents of their presentations had
been given in one or more oral forms and had appeared in written form as a book or part of a
book. Proceedings Authors reported more frequently than other Author samples the previous
appearance of their work in a dissertation or thesis, and NonProceedings Authors reported in
a higher percentage the appearance of their work in a technical report.

'liable VI shows the percentages of Authors who reported the dissemination of the main con-
tents of their papers in oral or written form prior to the convention. Over one half (51%) of
the Symposium and Address Authors reported that the main contents of their presentation had
appeared in a form other than as a convention presentation, and they reported equally fre-
quently (30%) that it had appeared in written form and oral form. Those presentations whose
contents were in written form had appearedfrom1962 to 1965 and the greatest percentage (17%)
of these Authors reported they were published as a book or part of a book and only 3% that they
were published as a dissertation or thesis. The oral presentations had been made between 1962
and 1965, but the majority had been made in 1965 and the highest percentages of these were pre-
sented at an invited conference (10%), at colloquia inside and outside the author's employing
institution (13%), and on "other" occasions (10%).

Almost one half (47%) of the Proceedings Authors reported that the main contents of their
papers had appeared in a form other than as a convention presentation prior to the convention.
Of the 32% who reported they appeared in written form, none reported publication as a book or
part of a book; the greatest percentage (26%) reported publication as a ctssertation or thesis
a pattern quite different from that of .Symposium and Address Authors. Less than 20% of the
Proceedings Authors had presented the contents of their papers previously in oral form. Over
a third (39%) of Proceedings Authors had sent out a median of 7-9 copies of prepublication
copies or preprints of their Proceedings paper. In addition, when questioned following the con-
vention, 10% of Proceedings Authors reported that the contents of their paper had appeared be-
tween July 1966, when the Proceedings was published, and the time of the APA convention in
September 1966. Six percent reported the contents appeared in written form, 2% that they ap-
peared in oral form.

Forty-one percent of the NonProceedings Authors reported that the main contents of their
presentations had appeared in a form other than as a convention presentation. Of these, 37%
had appeared in written form and 16% had been presented orally. The highest percentage (22%)
in written form were as technical reports; 16% appeared in an unspecified form; 12% in a dis-
sertation or thesis; but none had appeared as a book or part of a book.

The Presentation at. the Convention. In describing what happened at the session in which
their papers were scheduled, almost one half (46%) of the Proceedings Authors reported that
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they presented their own papers; about a quarter (26%) that the paper session was divided into
discussion groups, each group surrounding the author(s) of a single paper; and 29% that they
gave short summaries of their paper and then questions followed from the floor. Over three
quarters of the Proceedings Authors reported that their presentation (and/or discussion)
covered material not contained in the published paper. Almost 34 included related experiments
and more data and 10% included a discussion of theoretical aspects and background, gave a
more complete introduction and discussion, or described more implications. The Proceedings
Authors attracted an average of 32 attendants. Staff members attended 18 discussion sessions
surrounding Proceedings Authors; the average number of persons attending each discussion
was 16. NonProceedings Authors attracted approximately 56 attendants in the sessions covered.
Symposia and invited addresses attracted many more attendants; the average number hearing
each author was 153.

Planned Dissemination. The plena of Authors for the publication of the main contents of
their presentations after the convention indicate the effect that the publication of their papers
in the Proceedings had on the future publication plates of Proceedings Authors. As In the earlier
study of the 1965 Proceedings, considerably lower percentages of Proceedings Authors than
NonProceedings Authors planned to publish their convention papery, the largest reductions oc-
curring with regard to journal articles and technical reports.

Publication plans for the content of convention papers appear in 'liable VII. Over two thirds
(69%) of the Symposium and Address Authors had specific plans to publish the main contents of
their presentations. About one half (49%)plannedpublication as a journal article and 30% planned
publication in a book or part of a book. The median date at which they began or planned to begin
writing their presentation for publication was 4 months prior to the convention, and their actual
or planned median date for submitting the contents of the presentation for publication was just
after the convention (1-4 months). About 30% had no specific current plans for publishing the
main contents of their paper; 20% planned some future publication in combination with other
work; 10% had no such plans. For those who had no specific plans for publication, but who ex-
pected some future publication in combination with other work, the median time of submission
for publication was estimated as 12 months following the convention. The highest percentages
named additional material (7%), further research in the same area (3%), and more complete
data and more analysis (3%) as the nature of the additional work; 14% named a journal and 10%
named a book as the likely medium of publication.

Sixty-eight percent of the sample of Proceedings Authors had specific plans for publishing
the main contents of their paper; 65% did not plan to submit a version identical to the Proceed-
ings paper. Among the principal changes they planned to make, the highest percentage (21%)
named the inclusion of related experiments and more data; the next highest (17%), more detailed
analysis of data, interpretation, and crcas-validation; and the next highest percentage after that
(14%), more complete introduction, discussion, and implications. The highest percentage (62%)
among those with specific plans for publication planned to prepare a journal article. The median
time at which they began or planned to begin writing up the main contents of their paper was
4 months prior to the convention; the actual or expected median time of submission for publica-
tion was just after the convention (1-4 months).

Thirty percent of the Proceedings Authors had no specific plans forpublication of the main
contents of their paper; 18% expected some future publication in combination with other work,
12% had no such plans. The highestpercentage (12%) planned to submit for publication a journal
article and the next highest percentage (11%) planned to include additional related material and
more data. The median date on which they expected to submit for publication was 1-4 months
after the convention. Fourteen percent of the Proceedings Authors with no specific current
plans to publish stated that the publiwtion of their papers in the Proceedings had an effect on
their decision not to publish immediately and the highest percentage (10%) stated that "Proceed-
ings, publication was enough."

NonProceedings Authors had the highest percentage (86%) among all Author samples who
planned specifically for future publication of the main contents of their convention presentations.
The highest percentage (80%) expected the material to be published in a journal article and 22%
named a technical report as the format of publication. The median time at which these Authors
began or planned to begin writing their material for publication and their actual or expected
time of submission for publication was the same: 1-4 months after the convention. Fourteen
percent of NonProceedings Authors had no current and specific plans for publication; of these,
10% anticipated some future publication in combination with other work; 4% had no plans what-
soever (an additional 2% of NP Authors failed to complete the question). Those who planned
publication in combination with other work named additional material, a replication of the study
and more complete data and more analysis as the nature of the additional work; and a scientific
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journal as the likely medium forpublication. estimated median time of submission for pub-
lication was 4-8 months after the convention.

Requests for Convention Presentations and the Outcome of Such Requests
The Proceedings Authors had a median number of 7-9 requests (N112) for copies of their

presentations and they distributed an average of 25 copies of their convention papers in addition
to copies given out to persons who specifically requested copies (the majority of Proceedings
Authors reported that the former were persons on the author's own personal distribution list).
About 24% of the Proceedings Authors also sent out a few copies of another report that contained
the contents of their manuscript and slightly fewer sent specific information soughtby requestors.

In reporting on the relevancy of the paper requested to their work activities, by far the
highest percentages of Requestors of each category of papers named research: 78% of Non-
Proceedings Requestors; 73% of Proceedings Requestors; and 49% of Symposium and Address
Requestors. The next highest percentages of NonProceedings Requestors (18%) and Proceed-
ings Requestors (14%) named teaching, but the next highest percentage (23%) of Symposium and
Address Requestors named clinical work as their activity to which the paper was most relevant.

In inquiries to the Author sample about their papers, nearly all (98%) Requestors asked for
a copy of the paper itself. Over two thirds (67%) of the entire Requestor sample made their in-
quiry following the convention, about one quarter (24%) made it prior to the convention, and
only 7% made it at the convention itself, but a somewhat lower percentage (15%) of Symposium
and Address Requestors than other Requestors made their inquiry before the convention and a
somewhat higher percentage (77%) inquired after the convention. When Requestors were asked
about the outcome of their request for a copy of the presentation, almost one half (47%) of all
Requestors reported they had both received and used a report of the research; about a third
(34%) that they had received a report but had not had time to refer to it; and 13% that they had
received neither a copy of the article nor any other report of the work. Proceedings Requestors
reported the lowest percentage (9%) of Requestors not having received a copy of the article or
any other report; NonProceedings Requestors had the highest percentage (20%) among all Re-
questors for non-receipt of the requested material.

Rsquestors' interactions with Authors in Addition to
Requesting a Copy of the Paper

Almost 30% of the entire Requestor sample had had or planned to have interactions with the
author of the presentation instead of, or in addition to, requesting a report of the content of a
particular paper. There were minor differences on this measure among groups (31%, P Re-
questors; 28%, S & A Requestors; and 24%, NP Requestors). Thble VIII shows the types and pur-
poses of such interactions. A higher percentage (13%) of Proceedings Requestors than other
Requestors reported that the purpose of their contact with the author that had already occurred
was to request reports of his futurework, and a higher percentage (14%) also planned to contact
the author for this purpose. With that exception, the percentages of Requestors naming each
purpose for having had or having planned interactions with authors were small and roughly
equal across the Requestor groups.
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Twelve percent of Symposium Attendants read a written version of at least one of the presenta-
tions, about an equal percentage (6% and 7%, respectively) doing such reading before and after
the convention. A somewhat lower percentage (8%) of Address Attendants read a written version
of the address -6% before the convention, 4% following the convention. In contrast, over onehalf of the Proceedings Attendants read a written version of at least one of the papers in the
session they attended - 25% having done so before the convention when such reading would assist
in planning for convention attendance and interaction with authors and 39% read a written version
after the convention. About one third of the NonProceedings Attendants read a written version
of at least one of the papers in greater percentages after the convention (22%) than before (15%).
By far a greater percentage (78%) of Attendants at discussion sessions than Attendants at paper
sessions read a written version of the paper presented at the session and, like Proceedings and
NonProceedings Attendants, a greater percentage of them read the paper after (44%) rather
than before the convention (39%).

Of particular interest is the lower amount of reading by Attendants of the published Pro-
ceedings prior to the convention than after it. This fact is probably a consequence of the smaller
distribution of the Proceedings prior to the convention and affects events occurring at and sub-
sequent to the convention. A second finding of importance arises in the data on Discussion
Attendants. Apparently this type of session motivates Attendants to be both diligent in prepar-
ing to attend the session and to have sufficiently greater interest following the session to pursue
further interactions with the author and to read the Proceedings paper.

Attendants' Interactions with Authors. -Bible X shows the types and purposes of the Attend-
ants' interactions with Authors relative to the convention presentations and the total number of
Attendants in each group planning or having contact with at least one author in the session at-
tended. The more striking findings to emerge in these data are the distinctive patterns of pur-
poses offered for the Discussion Attendants' interaction with Authors and the frequent and
diverse types of interactions they actually had or planned to have with Authors. Among the re-
maining groups, there were relatively small differences (32% to 44%) in the percentage of per-
sons having or planning contact with at least one author in the session and in the purposes andtypes of contact. The most common reason for Discussion Attendants contacting the author
was to clarify some point in his rep -irted research (46%); in all other groups the most common
purpose was to request a copy of the paper. The most frequent type of contact, for all Attendant
groups except Discussion Attendants, was correspondence following the convention. The Discus-
sion Attendants, as one might expect, most frequently contacted the author by a question from
the floor of the session.

One difference among the Attendant groups should be noted: Proceedings, NonProceedings,
and Symposium Attendants were sampled in sessions containing many presentations, not all of
which would be of great interest to them. In contrast, Address and Discussion Attendants usually
attended a single event (there were a few sessions scheduling double invited addresses) that they
had chosen as being of interest to them. Therefore, when percentage data are based upon total
numbers of persons hearing presentations, the percentages of Proceedings, NonProceedings
and Symposium Attendants who contacted authors maybe low because of their forced attendance
of presentations following or preceding those presentations in which they were primarily in-
terested.

The large average number of attendants at address sessions (153) would be expected to in-
hibit informal interactions. However, Address Attendants surprisingly report a greater amount
of activity than any other Attendants except Discussion Attendants in the convention session, and
a greater amount of this activity than in other groups except Discussion Attendants was directed
toward substantive issues, clarifying points in the reported research, or requesting information
not in the report.

Questions to Proceedings and NonProceedings Authors
from the Floor of the Convention Session

Additional data on the amount of interaction with the authors in the session were obtained
by the Project staff monitoring Proceedings and NonProceedings sessions. In each session,
the number of questions directed to each author was counted; Iltble XI presents these data and
data for the control group in the 1965 trial of the Proceedings (APA-PSIEP Report #16, "Inno-
vations in Scientific Communication in Psychology"). Apparently the very limited distribution
of the 1966 Proceedings prior to the convention reduced this measure of interaction virtually
to a control level - all three groups of Authors having nearly identical distributions in terms of
the number of questions they received from the floor of the session.
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RESPONDENTS' INVOLVEMENT IN SUBJECT-MATTER
AREA OF PRESENTATIONS

ittb le XIl shows the activities in which the respondents were involved in the subject-matter
areas of the presentations at the sessions sampled in the study. The table shows the nature and
extent of each group's inw(,' -ementboth prior to and at the time of the convention. As previously
found in earlier convention studies, Authors tended to report the greatest involvement in the
area of the presentation, and Attendants were the least active. The overall percentages (not
shown in the table) of NonProceedings Requestors and Attendants who reported any previous orcurrent activity in the area of the paper were greater than those of other groups of Requestora
and Attendants.

All groups of respondents most frequently reported involvement in research activity. Non-
P roceedings Authors and Requestors were more active than other Author or Requestor groupsin conducting research both before and at the time of the convention; Address and Discussion
Attendants reported more activity in conducting research than other Attendant groups. Sym-
posium and Address Authors and Requestors were more active in clinical or applied work at
the time of the convention than other Author or Requestor groups, but Discussion Attendants
(in line with Division 12 sponsorship of the sessions) were more active among Attendant groups
in clinical or applied work,

Although Symposium and Address Authors were slightly more active prior to the conven-
tion than other Authors in publication of a journal article, NonProceedings Authors reported
more activity than other Author groups in preparing an article for publication at the time of the
convention. Discussion Attendants were more active than other Attendant groups in being cur-
rently involved in preparing a manuscript for publication.

Authors
Almost two thirds (65%) of the Symposium and Address Authors had previously conducted

research in the same subject-matter area as their presentation and over one half (55%) of
them had made an oral presentation in the subject-matter area at a regional or national conven-
tion or had published, a journal article. Thirty-one percent had made some other type of report
and only 10% had done a thesis or dissertation in the area. Over half (51%) of them were cur-
rently conducting research in the area of their presentation, 32% were planning to conduct re-
search, and 31% were preparing a manuscript for a journal article. About a quarter of these
Authors were involved in clinical or applied work, or directing or supervising research in the
area; almost 40% were teaching a course in it.

Before the convention, 68% of Proceedings Authors reported they had previously conducted
research in the same subject-matter area as their presentation; the next highest percentage
(41%) reported involvement in publication ofa journal article. Like the Symposium and Address
Authors, few (13%) reported having done a thesis or dissertation in the area. After the conven-
tion, two thirds of the Proceedings Authors reported that they ware currently conducting re-
search; one half reported they were preparing a manuscript for a journal article, and 39% that
they were planning to conduct research in the area.

NonProceedings Authors had the highest percentage (88%) among all Author samples of
those who had previously conducted research on the same subject as their convention paper.
Over half (55%) hadmade an oral presentation in the same area at a national or regional conven-
tion, almost half (49%) had published a journal article in the area, and 29% had made some other
type of report. In contrast with percentages of Authors of other kinds of papers, a higher per-
centage (20%) of NonProceedings Authors had done their thesis or dissertation in the area.
Among their current activities, the highest percentage (73%) of NonProceedings Authors were
conducting research, and the next highest percentage (59%) were preparing a manuscript for a
journal article in the same subject-matter area as their presentation. Almost half (49%) were
planning to conduct research in the area.

Requesters
Over three quarters of the NonProceedings Requestors had been or were active in the same

area of work described in the paper requested; a slightly lower percentage (68%) of Proceedings
Requesters indicated activity in the same area, and an even lower percentage (58%) of Symposium
and Address Requesters did so. Although Requesters of all types of presentations reported in
higher percentages than in other activities their previous involvement in conducting research,
NonProceedings Requesters had a substantially higher percentage (62%) so involved. A higher
percentage (23%) of Proceedings Requesters and NonProceedings Requesters (22%) than Sym-
posium and Address Requesters (8%) had previously made an oral presentation in the same sub-
ject-matter area at a regional or national convention, and higher percentages of Proceedings
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Requestors (14%) and NonProceedings Requestors (20%) thanSyniposium and Address Requestors
(2%) had done a thesis or dissertation in the area. Over twice as many NonProceedings Re-
questors (54%) and Proceedings Requestors (49%) than Symposium and Address Requestors
(23%) were currently conducting research in the same area as the presentation. Thirty-seven
percent of the Symposium and Address Requestors were currently involved in clinical or applied
work a higher percentage than were involved in any other way and than other types of Request-
ors. About a quarter of the entire Requestor sample were preparing a manuscript for journal
publication and over one third were planning to conduct research. It is noteworthy that, whereas
a higher percentage (20%) of NonProceedings Requestors than Proceedings Requestors (14%)
had previously done their dissertation or thesis in the area of work covered in the paper, a
higher percentage (12%) of Proceedings Requestors were currentlytti.erttil involved in a dissertation or
thesis in the area.

Attendants
Sixty-nine percent of the Symposium Attendants and70%of the Address Attendants reported

current or former activity in the same area of work described in the presentations. Consistently
higher percentages of Address Attendants than Symposium Attendants had been active in all
previous reported activities and, with one exception, considerably higher percentages of Ad-
dress Attendants were currently active in allkinds of reported activities in the area of the pre-
sentation. The only kind of activity in which equivalent percentages (17%) of Symposium At-
tendants and Address Attendants (16%) were active was involvement in clinical or applied work
in the area.

Seventy-one percent of the Proceedings Attendants were or had been active in the same area
of work described in the presentation. Twenty-two percent had previously conducted research
in the area, but less than7%had made an oral presentation at a convention, published an article,
or done a dissertation or thesis in the area. Fourteen percent of these Attendants were cur-
rently active in conducting research or teaching a course in the area; only 4% were involved in
clinical or applied work.

Seventy-eight percent of the NonProceedings Attendants were or had been active in the
same area as the presentation. Three times as many of them (21%) had previously conducted
research in the area than had been involved in any other activity. Slightly higher percentages
of these Attendants were currently conducting research (14%), planning to conduct research
(16%), or involved in clinical or applied work (13%) than in other types of activities.

Although a somewhat lower overall percentage (66%) of Discussion Attendants than other
Attendant groups were or had been active in the same area as the presentation, greater per-
centages of them tended toward activity in most types of involvement than other Attendant
groups. Exceptions to this were the higher percentages of Address Attendants than Discussion
Attendants involved in making an oral presentation, publishing a journal article, or currently
planning to conduct research in the area. The percentage (41%) of Discussion Attendants who
had previously been active in conducting research in the area was considerably higher than
that of other Attendant groups.

MODIFICATIONS OF SCIENTIFIC WORK RESULTING FROM CONVENTION
PRESENTATIONS AND THE INTERACTIONS SURROUNDING SUCH PRESENTATIONS

An earlier study (APA-PSIEP Report #12, "Theoretical and MethodologicalConsiderations
in Undertaking Innovations in Scientific Information Exchange") showed that it was possible to
make two broad generalizations about the occurrence of modification as the result of the inter-
actions surrounding the convention participants and their presentations. First, the type of activi-
ties that the convention attendant undertakes to make contact with the author and his presenta-
tion can be broadly divided into more active, as e.g., both requesting a report and attending the
session at which the presentation based on the report was given, and less active, as e.g., merely
sitting through the convention presentation. Persons who have undertaken the more active types
of contacts generally tend to be more likely to modify their ongoing work activities in the area
of the presentation (APA-PSIEP Report #12, p. 157). Second, attendants who were active in re..
search in the same area as the presentation were more likely to find a portion of the presenta-
tion of value to them and more likely to modify their ongoing activities in the area of the pre-
sentation(APA-PSIEP Report #12, p. 162 ff.).

Several findings in that report and in a subsequent report (APA-PSIEP Report #16, "Innova-
tions in Scientific Communication in Psychology") diverge from these generalizations. First of
all, the Authors respondent group was reasonably high in terms of modifications in new work
in the area of the presentation and in planning to start new work in the areas of the presentation,
but rather low in the modification of research currently being conducted (APA-PSIEP Report
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#12). In contrast, both Authors groups in APA-PS1EP Report #16 were relatively low in report-
ing modifications in their work compared with other respondent groups. These findings are of
interest because, in general, the Ai hor respondent groups are the most actively engaged in re-
search and take a most active part in the convention interaction, or, at least, are likely to have
a great number of queries directed toward them whatever their own participation may be. APA-
PSIEP Report #16 did not report a separate analysis of the Attendants of discussion sessions.
As already seen in earlier portions of the present report, persons in this respondent group were
especially active in interacting with the author and the data for these persons are accordingly
of particular interest in terms of gaining a better understanding of the basis of modification in
scientific work.

Data on the modifications in the respondents' work activities are presented and disc
in three sections below. In the first section, the data are related to the respondents' ing
activities in a series of flow charts comparable to those used in APA-PSIEP Reports # 2 and
#16. The second section describes the number of persons modifying their work activities and
the nature of the modifications. The third section attempts an analysis of the factors associated
with modifications in the Requestor and Attendant groups.

Modifications of the Responds** Ongoing Work Activities
In the Same Area as the Presentation

Symposium and Address Respondent Groups. Figure 1 presents the data on the respondent
groups involved with the selected symposia and invited addresses. It is evident that the groups
most frequently modifying their ongoing activities were the Authors. These persons are very
frequently engaged in ongoing activities in the same area of presentation and in each activity
report a higher percentage of modifications than any other Symposium and Address respondent
group. The only other cases in which 20% or more of the persons engaged in an activity in a
respondent group report modifications are the Symposium Attendants doing clinical and applied
work, the Address Attendants conducting research and the Address Attendants involved in
clinical and applied work. Reading of the open-end responses as to the nature of the modifica-
tions suggests that the high percentage of Symposium and Address Authors reporting modifica-
tion in research planning was the result of being stimulated to undertake an entirely new study
by the discovery of a new technique or procedure in that area of interest. The wording of the
questionnaire item would not generally permit a determination of status of the persons whose
interactions with the authors led to modification, but in several instances Authors indicated that
a modification was the result of Authors' interacting with one another.

Proceedings Respondent Groups. Figure 2 displays the data on modification of ongoing ac-
tivities for the respondent groups who were involved in those interactions surrounding papers
published in the convention Proceedings. The most striking feature of the figure is the high
percentage of modification in most ongoing activities which occurred among Attendants of dis-
cussion sessions. A high percentage of Proceedings Authors (39%) were planning to conduct
research and 39% of these persons modified their plans. High percentages of the persons plan-
ning to conduct research and involved in applied work among the Proceedings Requestors also
planned to modify their work in the area of the presentation. As already mentioned, the Discus-
sion Attendants reported a large number of modifications; however, the number of modifications
in currently conducted research is the same as that for the Proceedings Attendants (17% in
each case). Nevertheless, the most interesting finding is, despite the smallness of the group,
the high percentage of Discussion Attendants modifying some aspect of their work in the area of
the presentations.

NonProceedings Respondent Groups. Figure 3 presents data on the modification of ongoing
activities for the NonProceedings respondent group. Thib figure shows the high percentage of
Authors, as compared to other NonProceedings groups, that report modifications in their on-
going work. These modifications are reported both in currently conducted research (27% of
authors so engaged) and in planned research (36% of authors so engaged). Convention inter-
actions apparently also have a substantial effect on NonProceedings Attendants' current re-
search (26% modifying) and on their plans to conduct research (15% modifying).

Some Comparisons Among 1965 and 1966 Proceedings Respondent Groups and Control
Respondent Groups. Figures 4 and 5 present data on the 1965 trial of the Proceedings that are
comparable to the data on the 1966 trial of the Proceedings as presented in Figures 2 and 3.
With regard to the 1965 Proceedings data (Figure 4), it is evident that the points at which most
modification occurred Proceedings Authors planning to conduct research, Proceedings Re-
questors planning to conduct research and being involved in clinical and applied work are in
three cases the same as the points at which most modifications occurred in the Proceedings
respondents group in the 1966 trial. (There were a considerable number of modifications in the
ongoing acdvities of the Immediate Reader group of the 1965 trial. However, no surveys could
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be made of a comparable group in the1966 trial.) The 1965 Control groups show a low percent-
age of modifications relative to the NonProceedings respondent group in the 1966 trial. The
only substantial percentage of modifications occurred among the Control Requestors planning
to conduct research; 23% of requestors reporting this activity planned to modify their research.
As pointed out in the report of the 1965 trial, no substantial differences were found between the
Attendants of the Proceedings presentations and the Attendants of the Control presentations in
terms of modifications of work. This finding was discussed in the original report of the study
(APA-PSIEP Report #16) and seemed to reflect two facts: first, the effects of the amount of
reading which occurred among Proceedings Attendants (if the attendant read the presentation,
he was more likely to make modifications than were Control Attendants; if he failed to read
the presentation, he was less likely) and second, there was a very high degree of interacdon
and discussion in some of the Control sessions sampled in new APA Divisions. In the 1966 trial
the Discussion Attendants were clearly superior to NonProceedings Attendants, but no special
advantage accrued to Proceedings Attendants in terms of the percentage modifying their work
as a result of the interactions surrounding those presentations of Proceedings papers which
they attended.

In general, these data tend to support the two generalizations made in APA-PSIEP Report
#12. Figures 1 through 3 art similar in showing relatively high percentages of modifications
among the Authors groups, who are both active in the area of the presentation and in the inter-
actions at the convention. The only other group that is outstanding in terms of percentage of
modifications in its ongoing work activities are the Discussion Attendants, who were especially
interactive with Authors in the type of session they attended at the convention.

The Fri uenc and T e of Modification in Res andent Grou s. The flow charts presented
in Figures 1 through 5 frequently deal with very small N s and permit the repeated counting of
single individuals. To correct this bias in presentation, the total percentage of persons modify-
ing their work in each respondent group and the types of modifications they reported is presented
in Table XIII. This table differs from tables in earlier reports which describe the types of
modifications by attemtping to use broader content categories to give an idea of the nature of
the message leading the respondent to make modifications in his research.

Generally, the modifications were of two general types. In the first type, the person re-
ports that the interactions led him to change some sort of perspective on a problem or to con-
sider a new approach to his research or theoretical position. The other type of exchange that
can be easily distinguished in the respondents' completion of these questions is one in which a
specified change occurred in some particular activities. Examples include changing research
procedures, adding material to a manuscript, changing a clinical procedure, reorganizing a
course, adding the findings from a study to a course.

'Table XIII generally categorizes the modification and presents the total percentage of per-
sons in each respondent group reporting modification in the area of the presentations. It is
evident that, of all respondent groups, Authors most frequently mod:1y their work as a result of
the interactions surrounding their presentation. The types of modifications they most frequently
report are changes in research method or design, changes in manuscript currently being pre-
pared, and unspecified general changes in research. There is little pattern as to the types of
modification reported by the other respondents groups with the possible exception of 12% of
NonProceedings Attendants reporting a change in research method or design a finding in line
with the high emphasis in this group on experimental psychology.

The reader should note that the flow charts conceal to a great extent the absolute size of the
groups of respondents reporting modifications. Thus in the extreme case, 8% of the Non-
Proceedings Requestors reporting modifications is actually four persons, The largest groups
reporting modifications include about 40 persons in the case of the 33% of the Proceedings
Authors and 18% of the Symposium Attendants.

Factors Associated with Requestors and Respondents Modifying
Their Ongoing Work as a Result of Convention Interactions

'Table XIV presents the percentages of Requestors and Attendants modifying their work as
a result of convention interactions and the percentages of Requestors and Attendants having had
minimal contact with the author and his presentation. The first set of percentages is the same,
of course, as percentages in Table XIII and are included in this table for comparison. Fairly
substantial percentages in each of the Requestor respondent groups have neither read the authors'
papers nor had any of the various types of other possible contacts with the author. As a result,
these Requestors had little information upon which to base any modification of their work, al-
though one of them did report a modification. If the size of these percentages (11%-25%) seems
surprising, the reader rt:ght recall that substantial percentages of Requestors had reeived no
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response from the Authors. In addition, the motive of many requesters may be epitomized by
the following comment, "I have not had a chance to read the paper since it is one among 100papers that I have requested from the convention program."

The minimal contact the attendant could have with the autlior or his presentation was topassively sit in the session. The percentages in each group reporting this are also shown in
Thb le XIV. These range from 2%of the Address Attendants to 63% of the Symposium Attendants.
Both sets of data on the percentage of RequeEors and Attendants having minimal contact raise
the question as to the effect of exposure of respondents to each type of contact with the author
and his presentation on the work of Requestors and Attendants. Interest in the question was
qtimulated by the discovery that only 12% of the Attendants having minimal contact with the
author's presentation modified any of their work activities (data in Thble XVII). This percentage
was lower than the 13%-24% of complete Attendant groups reporting some modification in their
work activity.

Thble XV presents the percentage of Requestors and Attendants, irrespective of convention
event, modifying their work following different types of contact with the author or the contentsof his presentation. (Discussion Attendants have been eliminated from this analysis because
of the relatively unstructured nature of the session they attended.) The base of each percentageis the total number of Requestors or Attendants having experienced each contact whether or not
they experienced additional contacts.

There are substantial interaction effects with regard to 1) the correspondence prior to and
following the convention and 2) the attendance of the presentation and identity of the respondentas a Requestor and Attendant. For Requestors, correspondence is the basis upon which they
were selected for the study, and the percentage of Requestors modifying their work after ex-
posure to this activity is relatively low(15%modifying it after correspondence prior to conven-
tion and 22% modifying it after correspondence following the convention). For Attendants,
correspondence is an activity going beyond the basis upon which they were selected for the
study and constitutes an additional contact with authors and their presentations. Of Attendants,
31% modified their work after correspondence prior to the convention and 47% modified their
work after correspondence following the convention. Similarly, more Requestors than Attendants
modified their work after attending the presentation, which for this group, constituted an addi-
tional contact with either the Author or presentation. With the exception of Attendants writing to
Authors following the convention, all contacts going beyond the basis of selection for the samples
are roughly equal in terms of percentage of respondents modifying work (23-31%).

For the remaining types of contact there seems to be little difference between Requestors
and Attendants. 'Table XVI shows the percentage of Requestors and Attendants, combined, who
modified their work after identical exposure to different groups of authors and their presenta-
tions. (A number of types of contact have been eliminated from this table because the number
of persons having these contacts were too few to allow a breakdown according to type of presen-
tation. Actually the pattern of modification following these contacts was in line with the picture
presented in Thble XV). The differences in the percentage of respondents reporting modifica-
tions after identical exposure to different types of material (symposia, addresses, nonproceed-
ings and Proceedingis papers) are reasonably small; the largest difference among the three types
of material is 9%, and that occurred for exposure to discussion at the end of a session.

'Bible XVII relates the percentage of Requestors and Attendants modifying their ongoing
work activities to the number of contacts they had with Authors or the contents of preientations
and to the number of their (Attendants' and Requestors') ongoing activities lit the area of the
presentation. Considering first the Requestors' and Attendants' contacts with the Authors and
the contents of the authors' presentations, the principal question is whether respondents having-
one contact, the basis on which they were selected to serve as part of the sample in the study,
report fewer modifications than respondents having several contacts and going on to make some
special effort to obtain information from the author or his presentation. In the case of the Re-
questors, there is little evidence that two or more contacts are more effective in producing
modifications than a single contact. For Attendants, however, it does appear that several con-
tacts are more effective in producing modifications; 12% of the Attendants having only one con-
tact (listening to the presentation) modified their ongoing work while 17%-35% of Attendants
having two or more contacts modified their work.

With regard to the relation between the number of current activities undertaken by Re-
questors and Attendants and the percentage reporting modifications, again respondents with no
activities tr the area of the presentation are of little interest because it is difficult to under-
stand exactly what they could modify. For the Requestor samples 13% having one activity in the
area of the presentation report modifications while, 10%-21% havingmore than one activity in
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the area of the presentation report modifications, suggesting some small relation between the
number of activities and the likelihood of the Requestor modifying any of his activities. For
Attendants, 21% engaged in one activity in the area of the presentation report modifications and
20%-44% engaged in more activities report modifications. Thus, the relation of activities to
modifications may exist to a greater degree among Attendants than among Requestors, in line
with the finding relative to the relation between the number of contacts and modifications.

A possible factor is that the Requestors were being surveyed relative only to a single
paper, while the Attendants' activities and contacts frequently involve several Authors and their
presentations in the session. The greater range of contacts and/or activities might reflect a
deeper involvement in the field and, consequently, some greater predisposition to modify work.
In an attempt to establish the effect of this factor, modifications were separately tabulated for
Attendants whose contacts (beyond hearing papers) or activities were all relative to a single
paper. These groups reported as many modifications as the gioups as a whole, however, with
the result that Requestor-Attendant differences remain unexplained.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERACTIONS SURROUNDING THE CONVENTION
PRESENTATIONS IN ESTABLISHING CONTACTS FOR THE CONTINUED

EXCHANGE OF SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION

Author and Attendant samples were asked whether interactions surrounding the presenta-
tions made by the Authors put them in contact with any person with whom they would like to
establish a "colleague" relationship for the exchange of scientific information. Within the three
Author samples, from one quarter to about one half of the respondents stated that they had met
someone with whom they would like to arrange some continued contact for information ex-
change. The Proceedings Authors had the highest percentage (48%), stating that they had made
such a contact at the convention. In this respect those Proceedings Authors who had participated
in the discussion sessions, were not superior to other Proceedings Authors. Of the Symposia
and Address Authors, 35% claimed the establishment of such a contact, and of the NonProceed-
ings Authors, 25% claimed this type of contact. Among the Attendant samples, generally lower
percentages (17%-37%) of respondents wished to establish a contact with one of the authors of
the session on which they were surveyed. The highest percentage (37%) of Attendants wishing
to establish a contact with the author occurred in the discussion sessions, a finding in line with
the greater amount of interaction which occurred in those sessions. The lowest percentage
(17%) was found among Address Attendants.

When questioned as to the type of information they would hope to obtain through the estab-
lishment of such a contact, both Author and Attendant samples tended to indicate some type of
general information exchange for keeping abreast with the activities of other persons working
in their area. The percentage in each sample giving this response was about one half of all
of those persons who indicated a desire to establish a continued relationship for information
exchange. Other reasons given were usually quite specific and included collaboration on re-
search, becoming jointly involved with another person in planning new research, the confirma-
tion of the same finding or the replication of studies on different subject populations, and the
exchange of information on research techniques and procedures.

ATTENDANTS' RECEIPT OF SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION AT THE CONVENTION

Itible XVIII shows the percentages of Attendant samples who stated that they received infor-
mation during their attendance at the Convention that had significantly affected their work activi-
ties. Between 69% and 83%of each sample reported having obtained such information, the highest
percentage being found among Discussion Attendants. The most important source for such sig-
nificant information was the Symposium for three of the five Attendant samples; for the remain-
ing two samples Symposia were, in one case, tied with, and, in the other case, slightly inferior
to contributed paper sessions. These results generally follow previous findings from the study
of the 1962 APA Convention in showing that Attendants find symposia the most valuable formal
sources of significant information. In addition, the other formal convention events are ordered
as information sources in the same way as found in the previous convention sample; contributed
paper sessions are the next most frequent sources of significant information and invited ad-
dresses the third most frequent source.

Comparisons between the 1962 data and the 1966 data are tenuous because the wording of
the 1962 questionnaire was such as to discourage the checking of more than one event as the
source of significant information. Granting the limitations of the data, the performance of con-
tributed paper sessions in terms of furnishing significant information still appears to have im-
proved relative to that of symposia; the percentage checking contributed paper sessions was
about one third the percentagechecking symposia in1962 and two thirds that percentage in 1966.
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Reasoning along the same lines, informal discussion seems to be relatively less effective for
the 1966 samples than for tia .,. earlier sample. Despite multiple checking of sources, the per-
centages of the 1966 samplee obtaining significant information from this source only range
from 31%-40%, while 35%of the 1962 sample obtained significant information from this source.

A finding of interest is the very high percentage (51%) of Discussion Attendants finding the
contributed paper session to be a source of significant information. This effect seems a direct
reflection of the very high effectiveness of such sessions in generating Author-Attendant inter-
actions and in furnishing information that modified the Attendants' work activities.

Thble XIX shows the work activity modified by the significant information received by
Attendants. About one half of each sample (from 36% to 57%), with the exception of the Discus-
sion Attendants, modified some portion of their research on the basis of the significant informa-
tion they received from the APA Convention. The Discussion Attendants who attended sessions
sponsored by Division 12 made most of their modifications in the area of their clinical work.
The remaining major area in which modification occurred was teaching and 10% to 20% of each
of the Attendant samples modified their activity in this area.

Thble XX shows the nature of the effects of significant information on the respondents' work.
In this case, the respondents' answers describing the effect of the information on their work
have been broken down into specific categories. However, the pattern of their answers follows
the one generally found of showing changes either in the use of specific techniques, particularly
in research, or in changes in the respondent's perspective on his or someone else's work or
theoretical position.

COMMUNICATION PROBLEMS AT THE AM CONVENTION

The surveys sought information on scientific communication problems that had been en-
countered at the convention. Symposium and Address Authors, NonProceedings Authors, and
all Attendant groups were asked to report any general scientific communication problem at the
1966 APA convention they had just attended in New York City which they believed should be cor-
rected before the next convention. The Proceedings Authors were specifically questioned on
problems in connection with the published Proceedings and the manner of conducting the conven-
tion session within which they were scheduled. From one quarter to one half of the Author
samples reported there were communication problems at the convention they would like to see
corrected, whereas almost one half of each Attendant sample experienced some kind of problem.

Almost a third (32%) of the Symposium and Address Authors reported they encountered
scientific communication problems at the convention. The highest percentage (15%) had sugges-
tions relating to the physical structure of the convention, such as the size and relative location
of meeting rooms, the use of television for paper presentations, and a centralized information
center. The next highest percentage (9%) suggested fewer sessions with fewer papers of better
quality.

One quarter of the NonProceedings Authors encountered communication problems at the
convention. The suggestion for improvement of future conventions made by the highest per-
centage (10%) of these Authors was for more time for audience participation and discussion;
the second highest percentage of this group (8%) suggested fewer sessions with fewer papers
and of better quality.

Almost one hall (48%) of the combined sample of Symposium and Address Attendants en-
countered scientific communication problems at the convention they believed should be corrected.
Almost one quarter (23%) of these Attendants had suggestions about the physical structure of
the convention and the next highest percentage (10%) noted the lack of availability of published
papers. Eight percent suggested there be fewer, smaller, and less rushed sessions with fewer
papers and of better quality. A higher percentage (55%) of Address Attendants than Symposium
Attendants (47%) encountered scientific communication problems, and a higher percentage (17%)
of Address Attendants than Symposium Attendants (9%) noted the lack of availability of published
papers.

Almost one half (47%) of the Proceedings Attendants encountered communication problems.
The highest percentage (19%) noted the lack of availability of published papers, and the next
highest percentages (12% and 9%, respectively) had "miscellaneous" suggestions and felt there
should be fewer, smaller, and less rushed sessions with fewer and better quality papers.

About the same percentage (41:".) of NonProceedings Attendants as Attendants at other types
of sessions enc--untered communication problems at the convention. The suggestion made by
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the highest percentage (18%) concerned the physical structure of the convention; and suggestions
of next highest percentage (12%) were of a miscellaneous nature.

Although about the same percentage (49%) of the Discussion Attendants as Attendants at
other kinds of sessions encountered communication problems, they had a somewhat different
priority for improving future conventions. The highest percentage (20%) of these Attendants
mentioned the need for more time fur audience participation, discussion, and questions; the
next highest percentage (17%) named problems of physical structure; and the next highest (12%)
after that noted the lack of availability of published papers.

Publication of their papers in the 1966 Proceedings created some special problems for
Proceedings Authors. When these Authors were asked prior to the convention whether they re-
garded the paper published in the Proceedings as a reasonably complete report of their work,
almost two thirds responded negatively. Among the types of material they would have included
in their papers if they had had more space, 13% would have made a more detailed analysis of
data, given more interpretation, and shown more cross-validation; 12% would have included
related experiments and more data. After the convention almost one half (48%) of the Proceed-
ings Authors reported there were problems created by the particular method of handling the
session at which their paper was presented. The problems the highest percentages of them
mentioned were that the audience was unprepared (10%), there was not enough time (10%), and
there were scheduling problems (9%).

SUMMARY

The major findings of the present study of the convention Proceedings and of the APA Con-
vention deal with: the success of the Proceedings as a communication medium; the effect of the
poor distribution of the Proceedings prior to the convention upon interactions at the convention;
the characteristics of discussion sessions of the convention, especially in terms of promoting
effective interaction between Authors and Attendants; the effectiveness of invited addresses
and symposia as convention events, giving due attention to the fact that contributed paper ses-
sions now seem to be somewhat more effective than in the past; and finally characteristics of
convention interactions and of the respondent that seem most frequently to lead to modifications
in the respondents' ongoing psychological work.

As a publication medium, the Proceedings performed in much the same way as it had in the
previous year. It appeared with a low publication lag, and copies were available 6 weeks prior
to the convention; the mechanisms for selecting material, editing it, and producing the publica-
tion all operated well. Most importantly, the effect of this publication on the Authors' plans
to seek journal publication was about as large as it was in the earlier trial, indicating that the
authors were still satisfied with the Proceedings as a means of publication.

An unfortunate feature of the present trial of the Proceedings was the low distribution of
the copies prior to the convention. To some degree this distribution reflected the impression
of many potential readers that the publication would again be distributed free to members of
the participating Divisions. Later distribution of the Proceedings was large, and, in fact, the
total number, of copies sold was sufficient to meet the goals set in the original design of the
publication.

By far the more interesting aspects of the present study surround discussion sessions.
Their existence seems to motivate Attendants to read Proceedings papers before attending the
presentation, they permit effective interactions between Authors and Attendants, :Ind such inter-
actions lead to large numbers of modifications in Attendants' work. In view of findings to date,
the failure to further develop these sessions in particular, to insure their smooth operation6
and to introduce these sessions into the programs of other APA Divisions seems curious.

As found in previous studies of the APA convention, symposia and invited addresses are
usually regarded as the sources of the most significant information for Attendants. Apparently
contributed papers are now relatively more important as sources of significant information for
Attendants; unfortunately, informal discussion at the APA convention seems to have lost some
of its effectiveness.

An attempt was made to look at some of the factors associated with Attendants and Re-
questors making modifications. Tentative conclusions were:

6Through a series of misadventures during the 1967 APA meetings, a staff member found herself serving
in the place of the chairman of one session (he having absented himself) and directing attendants to
discussion groups, warning of the approaching end of the session, etc.
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(1) The type of the presentation - i.e., whether the presentation is an address or symposium
presentation, a Proceedings or a NonProceedings paper - does notaffect the frequency of modi-
fications provided exposure to the material is identical.

(2) With the exception of the many modifications associated with Attendants corresponding
after the convention, the various contacts which the responde.it has with the author and with his
presentation re equally likely to be associated -,vita trodilations, provided the contact goes
beyond writing for a copy of the paper in the case t Requemors or passively attending the ses-
sion in the case of Attendants.

(3) Those Attendants and Requestors who have had more contact with Authors and their
presentations and who are more active in the area of the presentation are somewhat more likely
to modify their work than other Attendants and Requestors. This relationship is stronger within

Attendant samples.

(4) The data on modification of ongoing work do not reflect that element of subjective sig-
nificance which Attendants attach to symposium presentations.
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TABLE 1

SAMPLES USED AND RESPONSE TO SURVEYS OF AUTHORS, ATTENDANTS,
AND REQUESTORS AT THE 1966 APA CONVENTION

Survey

Usable
Question- Unusable Question-

Mires Question-Unable to naires
Mailed naires Locate Returned

Response to
Surveys

Authors

Symposium and Address 94 1 40 IOW 71 76%

Proceedings 152 2 1 (Total *) 136 91%

(before convention) 133 89%

(after convention) 125 82%

Non Proceedings 64 WO IN* 2 51 82%

Requestors

Symposium and Address 92 111. 4 65 74%

Proceedings 220 1 1 182 83%

NonProceedings 70 2 2 50 76%

Attendants

Symposium 358 10 20 242 74%

Address 70 2 4 53 83%

Proceedings 126 5 75 62%

NonProceedings 252 3 12 146 62%

Discussion 72 6 10 41 73%

*Total responding to either survey

TABLE II

HIGHEST ACADEMIC DEGREES OF RESPONDENTS

Authors Requestors Attendants

S & A P NP S & A P NP S A P NP D

N=71 N=133 N=51 N=65 N=182 N=50 ts*242 N=53 N=75 N=146 N=41

Percentage
Holding Degree

Doctoral 92% 88% 86% 75% 70% 78% 62% 70% 60% 56% 54%

Nondoctoral 8 12 14 25 30 22 38 30 40 44 46

Median Date
of ree

Al I degrees 1952 1962 1959 1961 1962 1962 1960 1957 1963 1960 1960

Doctoral 1953 1961 1958 1959 1961 1959-60 1959-60 1955 1963 1959-60 1958

Nondoc-
toral - before 1943 1962-63 1962 1963-64 1964 1959 1961 1963 1963 1961 1962
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TABLE V

TIMING OF AUTHORS' RESEARCH
REPORTED IN THEIR CONVENTION PRESENTATION

Authors
Median Number of Months
Prior to Convention When

Research Was Begun

Median Number of Months
Prior to Convention When

Research Could Be Reported

Symposium and Address (N=71)

Report of a laboratory experiment or
field study personally conducted or 21-24 months 5-8 months
collaborated on with others (I*17)

Review or synthesis of a wprie$ of 72-75 months *
studies personally conducted or
collaborated on with others (N"14) 9-12 months **

5-8 months **

Review or synthesis of a series of 72-75 months *
studies of which only a portion were
personally conducted or collaborated 9-12 months **
on with others (h08)

1-4 months **

Proceedings (ts133) 17-20 months 9-12 months

Non Proceedings (9=51) 12-16 months 5-8 months ***

Earliest study** Most recent study
*** Is* 34. 33% of these authors had not completed their research.

TABLE VI

DISSEMINATION OF MAIN CONTENTS OF CONVENTION
PRESENTATIONS PRIOR TO CONVENTION

11110/1114,

Written

Form

Percentage of Authors Reporting Prior Dissemination

Symposium
and Address * Proceedings

N=71 N=133
NonProceedings

N=51

Book or part of book 17% 1Ma 4M, IND IMO

Dissertation or thesis 3 26% 12%

Technical report 4 12 22

Progress report 7 5 4

Other ** 4 4 16

One or more written forms

rsd

30 32 37

One or more oral forms 30 19 16

Either Oral or Written 51 47 41

* If presentation reviewed several studies, refers to most recently completed study.
** Most frequently, these were journal articles.
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TABLE VII

SPECIFIC PLANS FOR WRITTEN DISSEMINATION AFTER CONVENTION

Form

Pace tit of Authors Reportin Planned Written Forms

Symposium
and Address

N=71
Proceedings

N=133
NonProceedings

N=51

Book or part of book 30% 5% 6%

Dissertation or thesis 1 1
MOP

Technical report 3 1 22

Journal article 49 62 80

Other -- 2

One or more written forms 69 68 86

TABLE VIII

TYPES AND PURPOSES OF REQUESTORS* INTERACTIONS WITH
AUTHORS IN ADDITION TO REQUESTING A COPY OF THE PAPER

Interactions with Authors
Symposium & Address

N=65
Occurred Planned

Percentages of Requestors

Planned

Proceedings
N=182

Occurred Planned

NonProciedings
N=50

Occurred

Purpose of Contact:

Clarification of some point
in reported work 2 % 3% 8% 3% - 2%

Request information not in report 3 6 7 8 4% 4

Acquaint him with own work 3 5 9 5 2 8

Acquaint him with others' work 2 - 2 3

Request reports of his future work 5 9 13 14 2 8

Obtain reaction to own work 1 8 5 7 2 2

Other contact 5 3 2 2 2 2

Type of Contact:

Correspondence prior to convention 11% 18% 14%

Attended convention session at which
paper was presented or discussed 34 14 18

Questioned author from floor of
paper session 2 2 -

Met with author at end of paper session 15 7 6

Met with author on another occasion
at convention 3 5 2

Correspondence following convention 38 32 38

Other contact 15 17 18
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TABLE IX

ATTENDANTS' READING OF CONVENTION PRESENTATION

Time of Reading
Symposium

I*242

Percentage of Attendants Reading at Least One

Proceedings
Discussion

N.41

resentation In Session Attended

Address
N53

Proceedings
N75

NonProceedings
No8146

Prior to convention

After convention

Total Persons reading
either before or

6%

7

12

6%

4

8

25%

39

55

15%

22

39%

44

78
after convention

TABLE X

ATTENDANTS' CONTACTS WITH AUTHORS
GOING BEYOND ATTENDANCE OF SESSION

Symposium

Interactions With Authors N=794

Percentage of Attendants X Papers Attended

Proceedings
Discussion

N-41
Address

N=62
Proceedings

14248
NonProceedi ngs

Noi501

Purpose of Contact

Clarify some point in the reported
research 2% 10% 5% 5 46%

Request information not in report 5 13 4 6 39

Acquaint him with your work in area 5 3 3 10

Acquaint him with work of others in
area 1 2 2 1 5

Request a copy of paper 16 16 10 14 29

Request reports of future work 6 3 6 7 20

Obtain reaction to your own work <1 3 2 12

Other 1 3 <1 1 20

Type of contact

Corresponderice prior to convention 1 3 2 1 12

Question from floor of session 2 2 66

Discussion with author at end of
session 3 10 6 7 *

Discussion with author on another
occasion at convention 6 3 9 17

Correspondence following the
convention 11 18 8 1 12

Other 2 3 2 1 17

Persons having or planning contact
70A-at least one author in the

session attended 39 32 40 44

(N0242 (Nogg) (N*675) (N 146)

Not appropriate to procedures followed in these sessions since all Discussion Attendants had some contact with

Discussion Authors.
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TABLE XI

PERCENTAGE OF PROCEEDINGS, NONPROCEEDINGS,
AND 1965 CO t TROL AUTHORS RECEIVING EACH NUMBER OF QUESTIONS

FROM FLOOR OF SESSION

Number of Questions
Directed to Each

Author
Proceedings

N28
Non Proceedings

N=64
1965 Control

N=168

0 57% 55% 55%

1 21 23 26

2 14 14 7

3 4 8 7

4 4 ...... 2

5 and above .... ...., 2

11
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TABLE XVI

PERCENTAGES OF REQUESTORS AND ATTENDANTS (COMBINED) MODIFYING
WORK AFTER EXPOSURE TO DIFFERENT GROUPS OF

AUTHORS AND THEIR PRESENTATIONS

Type of exposure to
Authors and presentations

Authors and Their Presentations Contacted
by Ravestors and Attendants

Symposium
& Address Proceedings

Non
Proceedings

Correspondence following convention 26% 27% 33%
(38)* (66) (33)

Attended presentation 16% 16% 7%
(279) 59) (1104)

Discussion at end of session 27% 26% 35%
(15) (23) (17)

Read written version 23% 26% 25%
(62) (130) (73)

*N for each percentage is in parenthesis.

TABLE XVII

PERCENTAGE OF ATTENDANTS AND REQUESTORS MODIFYING THEIR WO:1K ACTIVITIES AS A
FUNCTION (1) OF THE NUMBER OF CONTACTS WITH AUTHORS OR THE CONTENTS

OF THE PRESENTATION, AND (2) OF THE NUMBER OF THE ATTENDANTS' AND
REQUESTORS' ONGOING ACTIVITIES IN THE AREA OF THE PRESENTATION

Number of Requestors Requestors with Attendants Attendants with

Contacts or Modifying After X Activities Modifying After X Activities

Activities X Contacts Modifying X Contacts Modifying

0 1%* 5% ,....*** 1%

(95) ** (43) (203)

1 20% 13% 12% 21%

(65) (97) (269) (82)

2 2 % 18% 21 % 33%

(860) (72) (96) (67)

3 19% 14% 27% 20%

(27) (47) (84) (50)

4 46% 10% 17% 44%

(13) (21) (41) (32)

5 and above 9% 21% 35% 30%

(11) (17) (26) (82)

*The fact that the presentation's title implied a positive affect was sufficient for the single respondent
represented by this percentage to modify his work.

**N for each percentage appears in parentheses.
***By definition, Attendants had at least one contact.
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TABLE XVIII

PERCENTAGE OF' ATTENDANT GROUPS RECEIVING INFORMATION AT THE CONVENTION
HAVING A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THEIR WORK

Attendant Groups

Symposium
tsl242

Address
19.53

Proceedings
19.75

Non-
Proceedings

19.146

Proceedings
Discussion

1+41

1962 APA
Attendants*

140277

Received significant
information 74% 79% 73% 69% 83% 77%

Source of information

Contributed paper
session 33 43 43 47 51 13

Symposium 52 66 57 43 51 35

Conversation hour 8 6 12 8 20 WO 0.

Invited Address 24 36 12 18 12 5

Film 10 2 8 6 7 .11.

Apparatus or Book
Exhibit 22 12 27 18 10 Y. ON

Other programmed
event 4 4 7 3 2 OD OD

Informal discussion 31 38 40 36 34 35

"From APA-PSIEP Report #4, "Convention Attendants and Their Use of the Convention as a Source of Scientific

Information."

TABLE XIX

WORK ACTIVITY AFFECTED BY SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION RECEIVED AT CONVENTION

Work Activity

Attendant Groups

Symposium
No242

Address
Ngi53

Proceedings
4*75

Non-
Proceedings

Noel 46

Proceedings
Discussion

14941

Research 36% 42% 57% 45% 27%

Planning design of projected
research <1 1 3 5

Clinical 19 6 5 6 41

Administrative 1 6 1 1 2

Rewriting of paper for
publication, thesis 5 6 4 3 5

reaching 17 17 20 10 12

Applied work, human
engineering 2 8 4 4 5

Other 4 4 1 2 100 110,

1.24



TABLE XX

THE EFFECTS OF SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION RECEIVED AT CONVENTION ON WORK

Nature of Effect
on Respondent's Work

Attendant Grew

Symposium
N242

Address
Neg53

Proceedings
Not75

Non-
Proceedings

Nor146

Proceedings
Discussion

N41

New approach and hypotheses 8% 17% 11% 10% 10%

New perspective on own
research 3 6 7 1 5

Methods of measuring relevant
variables, evaluation of tech-
niques, use of computers, help
with apparatus problems 12 15 19 18 12

Planning studies, modification
of others in progress 5 6 1 3 2

Encouragement in Respondent's
own research 4 ... 4 .. 10

New ideas for research 8 9 7 5 5

Confirmation of Respondent's
own thinking and theories 1 -- 3 1 7

Definition and direction,
broadened scope awareness of
present trends in area 16 21 15 12 12

Current work of other investi-
gators, new sources of data 5 6 8 8 5

Other 12 5 10 12
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Appendix A

These questions deal with the Proceedings paper entitled:

Proceldinttt Author Questionnaire
(Prior to Convention)

1. We would like to find out something about the timetable of the various processeswhich led to the writing of your Proceedings paper.

a. When did you start the work which led directly to that reported in this specific paper? (kiclude preliminary work but do not include related wok

described in another oral or written presentation.)

Approximately When? (Month/year)
b. When did this work reed such a step that you could have given a rather complete report of the main contents d this paper, e.g., an informal

presentation at soothing like a department colloquium?

Appinunnstety when? (Month/year) .

c. When did you start writing the first draft of the manuscript for the Proceedings open'

Approximately when? (Month/year)

2. a. Did you regard your Proceedings paper as a reasonably complete report of the work? Yes No

If NO, describe the type of material you would have included if you had had more space

b. Have the main contents of the paper appeared in any other form?

Yes No

If YES,
In written form? D Yes 0 No

a book or part of a bock
.1 dissertation or thesis
a "technical report"i.e. a complete scientific account of the work distributed in a mimeographed or multilithed form

a "progress report"i.e. a SUNNI of the work's current status

_other (Please specify)
In oral form? Yes O No

3. Did you send epublication copies (or pLeprints) of the per to anyone?

D Yes 0 No
If YES, approximately how many')

4. Do you heve specific plans at present for publication of the main contents of your paper?

Yes (If m, WWII parts a and b in this question.)

No (lfN, answer pens c and d c4 this oestion.)
(a) If YES, is the Proceedingspaper identical to the version you will submit for publication? Yes No

If NO, briefly indicate the principal difference between the Proceedings paper and the one you plan to submit for publication.

(b) If YES: (1) In what format will the material be published?

a book or part of book
a dissertation or thesis
a technical report
a journal article (Please name journal.
other (Pleas* specify)

(2) When did you or when do you plan to start writing it up for publication: ( Month/year).

(3) What is the actual or expected date of submission for publication: (Month /year).

(c) If you have no specific plans now, do you expect some future publication in combination with other work? Yes. , No

If YES, please describe the nature of the additional work and the form of the publication. Also, if you can make any estimate as to when sub-

mission for publication might take place, please include that.

Additional material to be included in published version

Likely medium d publication (journal, book, etc

Time of submission for publication (approximate)
(d) If you hevelq specific plans Ls did the publication of your paper in the Proceedings have any effect on your decision not to publish

immediately.

Yes No

If YES, briefly explain your reasons for not planning to publish.

5. Below are listed several work activities in which you may have bees or are involved in the same era as that of the work reported in your convention

peer. Please check each bon relative to the type of activity and the nature of your involvement. Please octet work leading directly to your

convention presenteti

Conducting research
Teaching course
Supervising research (
Involved in clinical or
Preparing a present*
Preparing a manuscript
Preparing your sari the
Other (Please specify)

Activity ed
Proviso:1y
Involv In

Prosont ly
Involved In

Plonnino to Soco rro.
Involved in

icluding theses)
implied work
n at a regional or national meeting
for a journal article ,
Ms or dissertation

6. What is yarn highest tamed degree? DEGREE YEAR EARNED

B.A./B S
MA./11 S
PhD
Other

7. Please rank all the items below that are included among your professional activities, using the number 1 for the moat time consuming, 2 for the next

most time consuming, etc. Write 0 in the blanks of Ikea which are not included among your activities.

Administrative work (activities such as arranging meetings, handling personsl forma, procurement, routine reports, et.)

Clinical work (threw, counseling, testing)
Consulting or applied work (industrisl, human ftotces, etc.)
Nesmith (including the moiling d results)

..... Reseerch guidance (of students, subordinto)
Studying for an advanced degree
Teaching
Writing and editing, apart from reporting con research
Other (Please specify)
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PROJECT ON SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION EXCHANGE IN PSYCHOLOGY

American Psychological Association

1200 Seventeenth Street, N.W. reshingtott, D. C. 20036

Dear Colleague:

Last year the Proceedings of the APA Annual Convention was pro-

duced on a trial basis, and a major study was made of its effective-

ness as a publication medium and as a device for enhancing scientific

communication at the convention. The outcome (which will be reported

upon in the November, 1966, issue of the American Psychologist) was

sufficiently promising that a second volume has been produced this

year by the APA Publications Office.

A new medium of communication, like the Proceedings, cannot be

well evaluated on a single trial. There are novelty effects, and

measures obtained on the first issue of a publication way show spu-

riously high usage. On the other hand, potential users may be un-

aware of the publication or not know how to make effective use of its

characteristics in obtaining information.

For these reasons we are conducting a study.of the 1966 Proceed-

ings and would like your assistance as the author of a paper appear-

ing within that volume. We have two specific requests:

1. Would you answer the questions on the back of this letter

concerning the work reported in the paper? We would appre-

ciate your returning this letter with the questions com-

pleted at your earliest convenience.

2. Would you record (on the enclosed form) the names of persons

who contact you with regard to your Proceedings paper?

Please try to avoid including those persons who clearly did

not use the convention program or the published Proceedings

to initiate this contact (e.g. close friends, persons appear-

ing on distribution lists, etc.). Please keep this form

until about six weeks hence when we shall write you again to

collect it.

We would appreciate your cooperation since the information you

furnish will be of great assistance in determining the ultimate effec-

tiveness of the Proceedings as a medium for scientific information ex-

change.

Sincerely yours,

13C6y414.,K,
Et, C. Griffith
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_

1. Did the main contents of the paper appear in any formbetween the time when the Proceedings was published (July, 1966) and the convention?

2. a. Please check below to indicate what occurred at the session in which your paper was scheduled.

3. Did your presentation (and/or discussion) cover material not contained in the Proceedings paper?

Yes

b. Wire there any problem created by this method of handling the session?

If YES,

Yes

.Session was divided into discussion Iroups, each group surrounding the autha(s) of a single paper.
Authors gave shut summaries of their papers and then questions followed from the floor.

, Papers were presented by authors.

Yes

If YES, please describe and make any suggestions that might be helpful in planning future sessions

a book or part of a book No
a dissertation or thesis
.8 "technical repot " --i.e. a complete, scientific account of the work distributed in a multilithed or mimeographed report

_a "progress report" i.e. a summary of the work's current status

In an oral forolmh7Y(eslease

specify)

No

In written form? Yes

Other. Please describe.

No

No

No

proceed ings Author Questionnaire
(Fo 1 I owing Convention)

If YES, briefly describe the additional material:

4. Please check below to indicate your current activities in the subjectmatter area of your paper, then, indicate and describe any modification

(such IS use of new techniques) of these activities is an 'bottom* of any interaction with ether convention attendants.

a. Check below b. Please describe below any c. When did the interaction

your current activities in modifications in these activities leading to the modification

area of your paper. resulting from interactions. occur? Check

Currently conducting
research in area .

Before Convention
At Convention
After Convention

Planning to conduct
research in area

Before Convention
At Convention
After Convention

Involved in clinical or
applied work in area

Before Convention
At Convention
After Convention

Teaching course in-, area

Before Convention
At Convention
After Convention

Directing or supervising
research in area

Before Convention
At Convention
After Convention

Preparing a manuscript
for a journal article

Before Convention
At Convention
After Convention

Before Convention

Preparing own dissertation At Convention

or thesis After Convention....=+rou.l.=1....111*
Before Convention

Other. (Please specify) At Convention
After Convention

5_ hid any interactions with others elteut or resulting free, your paper lead to modifications of any of your work activities not directly

related to the subject matter of your pretentation?

Yes No

If YES, briefly describe

6, As the result of any discussion relative to your paper during the convention did you decide to seek some continuing interaction with any of the

persons who contacted you, i.e. would you like to establish some continuing relation with any of these persons for the purpose of exchanging

scientific information?

Yes No
If YES, please describe tit ,types of intonation that these persons might contribute that would be helpful in your work.

DON'T FORGET TO RETURN THE LIST OF PEOPLE REQUESTING YOUR PAPER
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AfirlMoir

PROJECT ON SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION EXCHANGE IN PSYCHOLOGY

American Psychological Association
1200 Seventeenth Street, N.W. III Wit Aington, D. C. 20036

Dear Colleague:

This is the final phase of the Project's study of au-

thors of papers appearing in the 1967 Proceedings. Ws would

like to request that you complete the several questions on

the reverse of this letter and return the letter along with

the form (for recording the names of persons requesting your

paper) that was sent you earlier.

We have not received a completed questionnaire from you

for the preconvention survey of authors. We have, th3refors,

enclosed a new copy of thie questionnaire in case the origi-

nal was misplaced. We would appreciate your completing this

questionnaire and also returning it at this time. If you

have recently mailed this questionnaire, please ignore this

reminder.

Thank you for consideration o this request.

Sincerely,

S. C. Griffith
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Syvtposie and Invited Atitires Autiwo tpestionneire

This glad*** diets with yew preeeritatise *ea died below) et the 1916 APA Camelia,

1. The first IlleIllellperleies to the mhos d ';.. 4 )4111166011 Mid the History al yew own re seorsh which yes repeal is

the proadetiem. Passe check the *gay seta ,6k. attire low pinata* end. if you reported ee yew ea tessera, is the mama*
dales at which this reeesteh baps and when it racked a stage at which itcourt be reported to yea colleague.

Dock the Innellete blahs s
read et a Mastery espaismot a f K i stay which you pawl ly matted a on which you collebersted with oasts.

(Elba did this march hog.? (Wilde exploratory work but do sot consider work which you mail as a sweats pia stay, vas

them it is directly Waal

041/1111illeie began% deb month

Al ION was the research iii this particular study canasta, that is when did it reach a stage at which you could love given a detailed

Weasel report of the watts ad their ielerpretaiss to a group el oilstone waking in the Wet area el march?

AppratimMe date at which each a report calif be Arndt Nati

--- a review or synthesis et a series ot studies all at which you personally conducted or on all d which you collaborated.

(a) Who ilid the research is the 'idlest of the studies in this ivies begin?

APachimete Weisel Mt month

(b)11011111 did the MONO work is the mist resist ly completed of these studies bets?
(lactate exploratory work but do sot consider leak which yaregard as a mama study, even Pawl, it is directly reload)

Appraise* alienist date. math yIW.

(c) When was the research in the west recent study completed, that is, when did it reach a stage at which you could hove given a

detailed Waal mart et the malts end their istapretation to a group et Walesa waking in the same wee of iraisch?

Appratimete dote at which such a report cam be made. math OW.

a review or synthesis d o sods of studies which you conducted or on which you collabalted on only wfil the series.

(a) Wm did the research week in the earliest of your We studies within this series begs?

Pigtoeimete beguiwth deb. month Yes.

(b) When did the research week in the west recent et your studies begin? (kickidu exploratorywok but do net consider work

which you regard as a separate study, even though it is directly related.)

Appanage beginning date. month Vow

(c) When was the research in this west recent study completed, that is, when did it reach a stage et which you could hove given

a detailed informal read of the results and their interpretation to a group of colleagues in the same see et research?

*rood** data at which such a report could be made. month yes.
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Other. Please describe the contents of your presatetito briefly.



liwe the meta coleas d yaw aeleatatiat *mewl is soy cilita lam? (N your preseatatms wowed wall al yaw ow

Meee emestiass is the most mostly coomieted sty that was *OMNI is wit pewialims.)

Ne

ft YES.

M vitas lama Yoe

beak Of OM 11( a balk

a fitaamical We. i.e. a C $CallatiC toccata of the wok
iistrii ia a mimeographed * meltilithad tam

. a "Mein report" it a weary d the wales west states
et* (Plume speedy)

Is eel form? Yes. Nis .11.1011..MOINNI.11.11110.0.

a paw at the APA IOW* wet*ts

a pew at the Psythammic Sailty watists
.a paw ON at a firolaisl a stale commotion
a pew 'Was at other aatuwt r.0.11tatiaat

MOW NMI
at as iiwited cohort* ,

at a collamiom within ow esmiclifis asanization ,

at a thesis rommittn meat*

calm (Phu. sooty)

ms. awie snow

loom (sty APO
(lAssfNyear)

ApcifoximeMly who!

(Morattyea)

.081.1*1.001110.0.11.11411.101=1..w.,..11.

3_ Do you hew specific plans at present for publication d the mein COst'ItS 4:4 your mesoritation?

Yes. (N YES, sow pat a, in this (mastics)

No. . .(11 NO, mow pat b. d this question:)

a. N YES: (1) hi mist hall* with Maladal be publishod?

a book a pat d book.
a dissertation it thesis,

a *Weil moat
a Muriel article (NM UM *Me
oft or (Plass specify)

(2)10mo did you it when do you plan to start *dire it up for publication: (Month /yea).

(3) Whet is the saint or expected date of submission to publication.
(Month/year),

b. N you Moe no specific plans Mat do you expect SOW Mute publication in combination with other work?

Yin No
II YES, Wass describe the nature d the additional work and the form of the publication. Also, it you can mike any estimate as to when saimiv

sirs- for publication might Wall place. plosse include that.

Additional material to be included in published version

Lusty indium of publication (Puna: boat. at) -ka1111
Time of submission fa publication (awasiamte)
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4. a Nese chock say of the following act vibes in which you hW41 pievitesly Won pat in the sew sebiactllatlet area as yea 11010111111106-

Con luictod 111411h in area

Ibis ail presentatical in area at a regional on s national convention.- Piths* a journal article in area

Did thesis or dissertation in area

Medi dher type of meat Pleas. describe

b. Please check below to indicate your went activities in the subject Meter area Of your presentation at APA then, intliCitt and describe any

IlaktiCatICS (Sigh 55 UN J A51 techniques) of these activities et on outcome of any intorocti on with other convention

ottonrionts.

a. Clock below

ycie current activities in

area of your presentation:

b,. Plisse Oeso,ibe bete* any

inablications in those activities

resulting from interactions:.

Wien did the interaction

loading to the liciiibtation

axe Chid,

Currently conducting

research in area

Before Convention

At Convention

Atter Convention

Planning to conduct

research in 515 .11100.1.

Beal Convention

At Convention

Atter Conventual

Involved in clinical or

applied wok in are&

Was Convention

At Convention

Alta Convention

Tenching course in

Ilea ,

Before Convention

At Convention

After Convention

Directing ot supervising

research in area

Before Convention

At Convention

After Convention

Preparing 3 manutvipt

tot a jounwi attic!'

Wore Convention

At Cimvertion

Atter Convention

Preparing own dIsstitatIon

or thesis

Before Convention

At Convention

After Convention

Otter. (Please specify)

Before Convention__
At Convention

After Convention

5. r'!1 any interactions with others shout or resulting from your prsistat 11 lead to modifications of any of your ork activities not

drictly related to the sublet, matter of your Wesentation?

Yes No

If YES, Wetly destriUe

144



6- As the matt el any discos* relotive b you etieeatatiem twig the caveat* did yes decide to seek MO teatiali101 ildwacties with any el

the pima who cartacied you, is.. would you like to establish some ccalioureg relatifs with any at then 'MN Ian the pops* el eschameieg

scientrIK islamstim,

Yes No

N Y7 S. Diem describe the types et information that these persons might coati** that would be heWsl M yarnwok-

2 Please furnish the names and moiling addresses of vp t. 3 .rr iss who wrote you meentmg copies of your ereseniatiee, N More commitiest,

You an enclose their requests along with your doestionneire,

NAME MAILING ADDRESS

8. Phrase name your highest dove., institution awarding it. date: and speciatty in which you received this degree.

Degree Institution

Specialty rkrwie discipline it outside et psychology.)

Date ,e-Im.1101116

9 Please rank all of the items below Dr' are included among your professional activities, using the numbs' I for the most time consuming, 2 to the

next most time consuming. etc. Write 0 in the blanks c4 those which are not included among your activities..

Administrative work (activities such as arranging meetings, handling personnel forms: procurement; routine reports. etc)

Clinical work (therapy, counselq. testing)

Consulting or applied work (industrial, human factors, etc,)

Research guidance (of students, subordinates)

Research (including the rebating of results)

Studying to an advanced decree

Teaching

*ding and editing, apart from reporting own research

Other (Please specify)

10. Having just attended the APA Convention in New York City, did you encoui4; any scientific communication problere which you believe some

effort should be made to correct before the next APA Convention?

Yes No

If YES, please describe and mike any suggestions you feel might be helpful in plann'ng future meetings
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These oussncers real is Your COngeolibe paper Willed-

NolkProcteed righ Author 4.1ost I ems. 1 re

I Ws mid like to foil *SCumWhIng shoal the timetable of me various processes rondo lad to the wide)/ of yaw peps:

a OW did you start the walk which led dmaCtly to this Sbacif Kpaper' (Include PhIllomelt walk but do not loCkik related Wok dw-IWIod irr
soother oral or written presentation

Appaiisietety when' flikellt:yeerf

b Nis the wok been completed? Yes No

YES. when did It reach such a stage that you cook, have given a ion* complete repot of the main coat of this sop, e.r so rider e&

Ofelentatiat at sometime hke a *ailment colloquium'

Aasarimmtely viemn? (Mcoth.'year)

2. Neve the M400 (Weals a the ma &mimed IM any WAS IOW

Yes No

N YES.
In *Alen lam? Yes No

a book or pad of a book
a dissertation or thesis.

a "pr ass repot" 1 e a summary of the work's current status
a nalaMafamd muhilithed lama "technical repot"i e a complete. scientific account of the work distnbuted in

other Meese specify

in sal form? Yes

3... Do you have spocific plans at present for publication of the main contents of your paper?

Yes vhf yn, answer part a_ in this question.)

No Of No 4. wee pad b. of this Question )

a. It YES: Of In what format will material be published'

a book or part of book*
a dissertation or thesis..

--- a technical react,:
a journal article (Please name journal'

Oho (Please specify)

(21 When did you or when do you plan to start writing it up for publication' (Month,yeso).

(3) What is the actual or expected date of suanussion for publication' (Month year)

b. If you have no specific plans now. (..).))ou excett some future publication in combination with other work'

Yes No

It YES, please describe the nature of the additional work and the form of the publication_ Also. If you can make any estimate as to when stbmis-

siai for publication might take place: please include that

material to be included in published version

Likely medium of publication (journal. book. etc.

Time of submission for publication (approximate)

4* a. Please check any of hit following activities in which you have previously taken part in the sameSubject.matter as your convention poser.

Conducted research in area
Made Mal presentation in area at a regional or a national convention
Published a journal article in area
Did thesis or dissertation in area
Made other type of report. Please describe

b. Please check below to indicate your current activities in the subiectmatter area of your paper at APA, then, indicate and describe any modifica-

tion (such as use of new techniques) of these activities as an setcerne ml any interectien with ether cenventien attendants.
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a. Check below
your current activities in
area of your pew.

b. Please describe below any
modifications in these activities
resulting from interactions.

C. When did the interaction
leading to the modification
occur? Chtck

Before Convention

Currently conducting At Convention

research in area .. After Convention

Planning to conduct
__ research in area

Before Convention
At Convention
After Convention

(See other side)



4 b. (continued)

Involved le clinical or
applied work in area

Teeckmg cruse in

Nose Convention -
At CCAveldion
After Convention .

Wore Convention -
At Convention -
After Convents*

Directing or sumervising
research in area

Wets. Convention
At Covent too
After Cower4ion

Preparing a manuscript
for a journal article -.

Wee Corivmdilm
At Convention
After Convention

Wore Convention

Popo*/ own aluoirtation At Convention -
WINIONIIWORMINIONNF Or thesis _

Mir Convention -

411111.111.111.11.0.1.10

Other: (Nest specdy)
Before Convention
At Convention .1I
After Convention 4,..,1)1

5, Did any interactions with others shout oy resettle, frees yeer Impel lead to modifications of any 114 your work activities not directly related

to the subject matter of your presentation?

Yes No.

N YES, briefly desushu

6. As the result of any discussion relative to your paper during the convention did you decode to seek some continuing interaction with any of the

persons who contacted you. i.e. would you like to establish some continuing relation with any of these persons tor the ;goose of exchanging

scientific informi Ion)

Yes. No

N YES, please describe the types of information that these persons migid contribute that would be helpful in your work.

T. Pleas* furnish the names and mailing addresses of up te 3 "mews who wrote you requesting cores of your paper. If we convenient. you

may enclose their requests along with your questionnaire.

NAME MAILING ADDRESS

.111

I. Having just attended the APA Convention in New York City, did you encounter any scientific communication problems which you believe some effort

should be made to correct before the next APA Convention?

Yes No

N YES, please describe and make any suggestions you feel might be helpful in planning future meetino,

9. Please hems your highest degree, institution awarding it, date, and specialty in "(idol you received this degree.

Degree Institution Date

Specialty (Name discipline if outside of psychology.)

10. Please rank all of the items beton that are included among your professional activities, using the number 1 for the most time consuming.? for the

next most time consuming, etc. Write 0 in the blanks of those which are not included among your activities.-Administrative work (activities such as arranging meetings, handling personnel forms, proCurement, routine reports, etc.)-- Clinical work (therapy, counseling, testing)
Consulting or applied wok (industrial, human factors, etc.)- Research guidance (of students. sUbordinetes)
Research (including the reporting of results)- Studying for an advanced degree
Teaching
*dint and editing, apart from reporting own research
Other (Please specify)
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Reicaumetor fluresttonnat rei

I.. Please name your highest degree, institution awarding it, date, and specialty in which you received this degree.

Dope Institution Date

Specialty (Name discipline it outside of psychology)

2 Please rank all (I the items below that are included among your professional activities, using the number 1 for the most time consuming, 2 for the
neat most time consuming, etc. bite 0 in the blanks of those which we not included among your activities.

Administrative work (activities such as arranging meetings, handling personnel forms, procurement, routine (Wits* etc.)
. Clinical work (therapy, counseling, testing)
. Consulting or applied work (industrial, human factors, etc.)
Research guidance (of students, subordinates)
Research (including the reporting of results)

, Studying for an advanced degree
, Teaching
Writing and editing, apart from reporting own research
other (Please specify)

The remaining questions relate to your inquiry to an author about his convention presentation or his Proceedings paper (title and aullite(s) are given

below).

3. To which of your work activities is this particular paper relevant'

4. In your inquiry to the author did you request a copy of this particular paper?

Yes No.

If YES, when did you make your inquiry?

Pm: to convention
At convention
Following convention

If YES, check below to indicate the results of making this request:

Have not received a copy of the article or any other report of the work from the author.
. Have received a report of the research but have not had time to refer to it.
Have both received and used a report of this research*

5. Have you had or do you plan other interactions with the author instead of or in addition to requesting a report of the contents of this particular

presentation or Proceedings paper'

Yes No

It YES. check the purpose of such contacts with the author whether they have already occurred or are, at this time, only planned.

Occurred Planned

Clarification on some point in the reported research
Request information not in r e p o r t . . , , . . .

Acquaint him with your work in area _ . , . _ . . .... . ... , . . . . .. _ ... + ...... , .. ....
Acquaint him with others' work in area * .. + . *: . . .. * . .. _ + + .. _ .

Request reports of his future work . * . + . * . . ..... + _ . . .

Obtain reaction to your own work . . _ . + , + .. . ..... . . _ . . .. * ... ... .. , ... .

Other (Please describe)

6. What types of contacts have you had with the authors and the contents of his paper? (Check all that apply.)

Correspondence prior to convention.
Attended convention session at which paper was presented or discussed.
Questioned author from floor of paper session.
Vet with author at end of the paper session,
Met with author on another occasion at convention.
Correspondence following the convention.
Other contact (Please describe).

(See other side)

148



1. Are you.. or have you previously been. active in the sane area d wcik described in the presentation or Pipe

Yes_ No

If YES, place checks to indicate the nature of your previous and or current activity in same area.

Previews Activities
Previously conducted research in area
Previously made oral presentation in area at a regional or a national convention_ Previously 7iublished a journal article in area
Did thesis or dissertation in area
Made other type of report. Please describe,.

Current Activities
Presently conducting research in area.

Planning to conduct research in area_ .

Involved in clinical or applied work in area

Teaching course in area , _

Directing or supervising research in area

Preparing manuscript for publication.

Preparing your own dissertation or thesis

Other r Please specify)

A. .A4 A 4..A A

a

a

a

8 As a result of your contacts with this paper and or its authors) do you plan to modify either your present or future work on the area of the paper?

Yes No

If YES; please describe the nature of the more impoita'it of such modifications and the activities which will be affected, (Please use the nutters 1

through 8 in the boxes in the previous question to identify the affected activity.)

Activity ri..tr Nature of modification
vas 4iaiia

Modification resulted from Hearing discussion
Reading copy o: paper
Other communication with author

Activity * Nature of modification
,1 to ASO

Modification resulted from:. , Hearing discussion
Reading copy of paper
Other communication with author

9 Did this paper or your contacts with its authoris) cause you to modify your work in an area lying outside the incipat subject matter of the paper?

Yes No

If YES, check the work activity in which the modification occurred- Briefly describe the modification(s).

toently conducting research , Li
Planning to conduct research.. . 0
Involved in clinical or applied work D
Teaching course.. . ... . . Li
Directing research..

Other tPlease specify) El

10. As the result of your contact: with the author(s) and this work did you decide to seek some continuing contact with him (them), i.e. would you like

to establish some type of "colleague" relation to the author(s) for the purpose of information exchange?

Yes No

If YES what types of information would you anto.,:pare receiving through such continuing contact?

iSee other side)
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Attendant Quts t gonna r
0 "'cuss Ion Session

1.. Please name your highest degree, institution awarding it, date, and specialty in winch you received thiS 0111110,

Degree_ Institution Date

Specialty (Name disepline if outside of psychology.)

2. Please rank all of the items bolo that are included among your professional activities, using the lumber 1 for the most time consuming, 2for the

Deg most time consuming etc. Write 0 in the blanks of those which are not included among your activities.

Administrative work (activities such as arranging meetings, handling personnel foram, procurement, radio reports, etc.)

Clinical work (therapy, counseling, testing)
____Consulting or applied work (Mush's!, human tutors, etc.)

Research (including the reporting of results)
Research guidance (ol students, subordinates)
Studying for an advanced degree

_ _ Teaching
Writing and editing, apart from reporting own research

Other (Please specify)

1* following questions relate to the paper discussion (described or: the slip attached to the top of this sheet) which you attended at the recent APA

convention. Please answer the following questions relative only to this paper and its discussion.

3. Have you read a written version of the paper?

Yes. No

if YES,, please check when.

Prior to convention session'
After convention session:

4. Place checks to describe your contacts with the autheris) of the caper.

Type of confect in *AIM.* to otteitilooce of the discessien of paper was:

Correspondence prior to convention

Question during discussion
Discussion with author on another occasion at convention
Correspondence following the convention

_Other contact (Please describe)

Purpose of contact with mother was to:

Clarify some point in the reported research
Request information not in report
Acquaint him with your work in area
Acquaint him with others' work in area
Request a copy of the paper
Request reports of his future work

. . Obtain reaction to your own work

Other (Please describe)

S. Are you, or have you previously been, active in the same area of work described in the piper?

Yes No

If YES, place checks to indicate the nature of your previous and/or current activity in sane area.

Previous Activities

150

Conducted research in area

- Made oral presentation in area at a regional or a national convention

Published a journal article in area- Did thesis or dissertation in area
Made other type of report. Please describe'

Current Activities
Presently conducting research in area

Planning to conduct research in YU

Involved in clinical or applied work in area

Teaching course in area

flirecting or supervising research in area

Prepting manuscript for publication

Preparing your own dissertation or thesis

Other (Please specify)

$
rommovi

(See other side)



6. As a result of the discussion of the paper, reading a copy of the paper, at other communication from the authods) relative to the presentation, do you

Om to modify either your present at future work in the area of the paper?

Yes____ No

If YES, please describe the nature of the more important of such modifications and the activities which wiIbe affected. (Please use the numbers 1

enough S in the boxes in He previous question to identify the affected activity.)

Activity I (s ir Asovai
Nature of modification

Modification resulted hour, Hearing discussion
Reading copy a piper
Other communication with author

Activity I Nature of modification
(1 IS A Asevel

Modification resulted hoer Hearing 11*ussion
Reading coy of per*
Other communication with author

7. Did this paper or your contacts with its authors) cause you to modify your work in an area lying abide the prix iall subject metier of the piper?

Yes._ No

If YES, check the work activity in which the modification occurred. Briefly describe the modification(s).

Currently torducting research 0
Naming to conduct research 0
Involved in clinical a applied work
Teach irtz course
Directing research
Other (Please specify) 0

B. As the result of your contacts with the author(s) and this work did you decide to seek some continuing contact with him (them), i.e. would you like to

establish some type of "colleague" relation to the arehor(s) for the purpose of information exchange?

Yes No

If YES, what types of information would you anticipate receiving through such continuing contact?

9. Having just attended the APA Convention in New York City, did youencounter any scientific communication problems which you believe some

effort should be made to correct before the next APA Convention?

Yes No

If YES, please describe and make any suggestions you feel might be helpful in planning future meetings

One object of the present study is to establish some comparisons between the first meetings studied by the Project (1962) and 's meeting. Please

consider the convention as a whole in answering the final question.

10. Did you receive scientific information during the convention that will have an especially significant effect on any of your work activities?

Yes No

If YES, please answer the sections below,

a. Please check the event(s) at which you obtained such information (check as many blanks as appropriate).

EVENTS ON CONVENTION PROGRAM

Contributed paper session
Symposium
"Conversation Hour"- Invited or presidential address
Film session
Amiratus or book exhibit
Otte t pr :,arced event. Please describe

INFORMAL. DISCUSSION AT CONVENTION

b. Please name the work activity affected by the information

c. Please describe the nature of the effects of this information on your work

(See other side)
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Attendant Questionnaire
Paper 5es s on

1.. Please name your highest degree, institution awarding it date and specialty in which you received this dem

Degree Institution Date

Specialty rName discipline if outside of psychology.)

4.4.1111141.444.1164.11144/..4

2. Please rank all of the items ttio* that are included ;Along your professional activities, usine lire number 1 for the most time consuming, 2 for the
next most time consuming. etc. Write 0 in the Wanks of those which are not included among your activities:

_AdalIniSfiative work (activities such as arranging meetings, limiting personnel forms, procurement, routine reports, etc,)
Chn,cal work (therapy, counseling: testing)

___..Consulting or applied *NI( (industrial, human factors, etc.)
Research tincistarns the iepotting of results)
Research,guidance (of students, stbordinatest
Studying tor an advanced degree
Teaching

____ _Writing and editing: apart from reporttng own research
0114r (Please specify)

The following questions relate to the paper session (described on the slip attached to the top of this sheet) which you attended t the recent APA

convention The letters b, c etc.) refer to specific presentations within the session., Please respond relative to each presentation according to

its letter code and answer all questions for as many presentations as appropriate.

3a. 'Mich presentations did you hear in this session?

a _ ,b c _ d_ .e

3b, Have you read written versions of any of these papers?

Yes No _ _

tf YES, please chetkhose which you read eitnei before or after the convention session..

Prior to convention session" a
After convention session a b GaiaNNIMIPM d e .1,

4... Have ycir contacted or plan to contact any of the authors relative to their presentations?

Yes _ ___ No _ __

If YES., place checks to indicate when you approached or plan to approach the authors of the presentations and !Se purpose

Porposo of coated with mother was fir a b d

Clarity some point in the reported research::. , . . , ,.... .

Request infoimation not in report , , , :.._......._,,,. 1111 111111111111011111

Acquaint him with yew wale in ar ia .: , ....... . : . .... ill 111111111111111111

Acquaint 6,01 withothe,s, work la; area ..., . _,._, rilmogil.
Request a copy of the paper .,. ..... 4.

Obtain feacticin to vow MO work .. _ .

NSF; Piiiii diiiiititt
Typ of comfier was

Correspondence prior to convention... , . . . .. ., ... _ .

' ....... . . . n IRequest moats of his tutime work _ v4..4 ...... 4.
............

Reston from Hoes of session, . . .
11.1111111111111111=

64cusslon with aidhor at end of session. . ...

ill-soussion with authoron another OCC4S100 at convention

Correspondence totiowin the convention_

Met contact4 lease descritier

. ... r .

IlL111111111111111.11

II III

such contacts.

C

5 Are you. or have you ever been. active in the same area of wokdescribed

152

Yes No

If YES, place checks to indicate the nrture of your previous and

the presentation?

current activity in same am:

P=4Wiel$ Activitios a b

Nylon iy conducted research in area , .. . , . IMIIIIIIIIIMI
11111111111

11111111111011

11111111111111111111111111111

Previonsfy made oral presentation in area at a regional or s nations! convention _ . _ . , _._

PiiiiiiiiiTutilifieditorsnal article in area _ . ,

Doe orthesis dissertation In area

%de other t of re .. (Pie describyreeasek ...,_.

Cotton* eetivitios

Presently conducting in area

Ptiontrri tO conduct resew:hilt ern,.

Involved in clmical or imbed work in are

Teaching corpse in area r

Direttint or seserrisirsi research in area

t. 4

Noon/ aten,40.e. for pubtation- -

NOW*/ VOW eissettlfirel or thesis.

111111111111111011111
1111111111111111111MMill Midi

48

(See other side)



6. As a result of heariri,-; the presentation, reading a copy of any of the pfewitations, or othercommunication with the authors relative to their prosy's,

lion, do you plan to modify either your present or future work in the same nee as these papers'

Yes. No

It YES: please describe the nature of the more important of such modifications and the activities which will be affected. (Please use the numbers 1

through 48 in the boxes in the previous question to identify the affected activity and the presentation,.)

Activity N. . Nature of modification
it *0 40 AseiitA

Activity x
urn

Modification resulted lice Heating presentation
_ Reading copy of presentation or Proceedings piper

Other communication with author

Nature of modification

MO011iCiliOrl resulted hoer Hearin/ presentation
Reading copy ce presentation or Proceedings piper

.Other communication with author

AY 104 4$ IQ
Nature of modificationAct ty #

Modification resulted from' /Monne presentation
Reading cbpy of presentation or Proceedings my--
Other communication with author

7. Old any of tiie papers or your contacts with their authors cause you to modify your work m an area lying outside the principal subject mutter of the

particular paper

Yes No .

It YES, check the work activity in which the modification occurred Briefly describe the modificSicri(s) and indicate the paper by its letter.

Currently conducting researcn
Punning to conduct research.
Involved in clinical or applied wok
Teaching coutse.
DrreCtirig research.
Other (Please specify) __

n
nn

As the result of your contacts with these authors and this work did you decide to seek sores continuing contact with any of them; i.e. wait you trW

to establish some type of "cotleague" reiation to one or more of the authors for the purpose of information exchange?

is - - N o _

Which paper did he author)

3 _ . b C d _ e _ _ _ .

If YES, what types of rnf .rmatron would you anticipate receiving through such continuing contact,

8 Having lust attended the APA Convention in New York City. did you encounter arty scientific communication problems which you believe some

effort should be made to correct before the next APA Convention?

Yes No

If YES, please describe and make any suggestions you feel might be helpful in planning future meetings.

One object of the present study is to establish some comparisons between the first meetings studied by the ROW (1%2) and this muting.

Please consider the convention as a whole in answering the final question.

9 Did you receive scientific information during the convention that will have anespecially significant effect on any of your work activities?

Yes No

If YES, please answer the sections below,.

a Please check the everitts) at which you obtained such mfor t on (Check as many blanks as appopriatel

EVENTS ON CONVENTION PROGRAM

Contributed Pape session
Symposium

Conversation hour"
Invited or presidential address
Film session
Apparatus or book exhibit_ Other programed event, Please describe.

INFORMAL DISCUSSION AT CONVENTION

b., Please name the work activity affected by the information

c, Please describe the nature of the effects of this information on your work:

(See other side)
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APPENDIX Il

Dm FROM THE STUDY OF THE 1967 APA CONVENTION PROCEEDINGS

In 1967, a partial replication of the 1966 APA convention study was carried out. The new
study dealt only with those events that were based directly upon the published Proceedings.
The new findings were of interest in several respects; to take the most important example,
fewer 1967 than 1966 Proceedings Authors planned further written disseminations of their work
following publication in the Proceedings. The new results were generally rather close replica-
don of the earlier findings and an additional report did not seem warranted. The tables which
follow present the data obtained in the replication. The 1967 data have been placed in lkbles I,
II, III, IV, VI, VII, VIII, IX, X, XII, and XIII, numbered according to the equivalent table in the
body of the report. They are presented in numerical order on the pages that follow.

The distribution of copies of the Proceedings was better in 1967 than in 1966, especially
prior to the conve.oion. Sales were aq follows:

3553 Prior to convention
(Not all delivered in

advance of the time
of the convention)

180 At convention
1377 Following convention

(Through Spring, 1968)
0

The extent and timing of this distribution still falls short of that achieverl in the original 1965
trial (See APA-PSIEP Report #16).
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TABLE I

SAMPLES USED AND RESPONSE TO SURVEYS OF AUTHORS, ATTENDANTS, AND REQUESTORS

1967 Proceedings

Survey

6
Questionnaires

Mailed

Usable
Unusable Unable to Questionnaires Response to

Questionnaires Locate Returned Surveys
.111101
A

1st questionnaire
(before convention)

2rtd questionnaire
(after convention)

189

189

2

1

1

1

153

150

81%

79%

Requestor form 189 3 ill M. 134 71%

Requestors 345 7 6 273 79%

Attendants 501 29 21 344 69%

Regular 418 24 12 291 70%

Discussion 83 5 9 53 64%

Immediate Reader 541 52 -- 206 38%

American 507 50 40* ill 191 38%

Canadian 34 2 ea ea 15 44%

TABLE II

HIGHEST ACADEMIC DEGREES OF RESPONDENTS

1967 Proceedings

Authors
Degree N153

Doctoral 72%

Nondoctoral 17

Attendants

Requestors Discussion Regular
14273 N.53 N-291

67% 68% 62%

27 32 37
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TABLE III

RESPONDENTS HIGHEST DEGREE SPECIALTIES

1967 Proceedings

Activity
Requestors

N-273

Attendants

Discussion
N.53

Regular
N"291

In Psychology:

Applied Psychology

Clinical

Covnseling and Guidance

Developmental

Educational

Experimental and Physiological

Industrial

Personality

Social and PsycholingListics

Statistics and Psychometrics

Vocational and Corrcctional

Outside Psychology:

Education

Neurology

Political Science

Psychiatry

Social Work

1%

19

3

9

3

24

3

9

5

1

4

2

.11111,1.0

OM/ Mg,

<1

1

.1110

66%

6

Oa Oa

WIND

4

1110M

6111

2

2

WOO.

WO GO

2

011010

2

1%

8

4

7

4

34

3

2

2

<1

<1

4

1

1

010
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TABLE IV

PERCENT.GE OF RESPONDENTS RANKING ACTIVITIES FIRST OR
SECONDI IN TERMS OF TIME CONSUMPTION

1967 Proceedings

Authors
N.153

Administrative work 15%

Clinical work 15

Consulting or applied work 4

Research 69

Research guidance 20

Studying for _advanced degree 13

Teaching 35

Writing and editing 3

Other 1

Requesters
N273

14%

19

8

64

21

20

38

5

2

TABLE VI

Attendants

Discussion Regular
10853 No291

DISSEMINATION OF MAIN CONTENTS OF
CONVENTION PRESENTATIONS PRIOR

TO CONVENTION

1967 Proceedings

19% 17%

59 13

4 8

43 66

11 25

17 20

30

2

36

5

6 2

Form
Authors
N-153

Written

Book or part of book 1%

Dissertation or thesis 15

Technical report 11

Progress report 5

Other** 5

One or more written forms 35

Oral

15One or more or,s1 forms

Either Oral or Written 41

* *Mast frequently, these were journal articles.
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TABLE VII

SPECIFIC PLANS FOR WRITTEN DISSEMINATION
AFTER CONVENTION

1967 Pmceedingt

Form

Percentage of Authors
Reporting Planned Written Forms

Ned 53

Book or part of a book 3%

Dissertation or thesis 4

fechni-al report 5

Journal article 52

Other 1

One or more written forms 58

TABLE VIII

TYPES AND PURPOSES OF REQUESTORS' INTERACTIONS WITH AUTHORS IN
ADDITION TO REQUESTING A COPY OF THE PAPER

1967 Proceedings

Requesters
N273

Interactions with Authors Occurred Planned

Purpose of Contact:

Clarification of some point in reported work 4% 2%

Request information not in report 5 6

Acquaint him with own work 5 5

Acquaint him with other's work 1 1

Request oep4rts of his future work 7 12

Obtain reaction to own work 1 6

Other contact 3 2

Type of Contact:

Correspondence prior to convention 14%

Attended convention session at which paper was presented or discussed 12

Questioned author from floor of paper session 1

Met with author at end of paper session 6

Met with author on another occasion at convention 5

Correspondence following convention 37

Other contact 9
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TABLE IX

ATTENDANTS' READING OF CONVENTION PRESENTATION

1967 Proceedings

Time of Reading

Percentage of Attendants
Reach at Least One Presentation

Discussion
N453

Regular
N"291

'dor to convention 28% 26%

After convention 34 21

Total persons reading either before or after 62 39

TABLE X

ATTENDANTS' CONTACTS WITH AUT/IORS GOING BEYOND ATTEND1ANCE OF SESSION

:967 Proceedings

Interactions with Authors

Percentage of Attendants X
Papers Attended

Discussion
t *53

Regular
N"291

Purpose of Contact

Clarify some point in the reported research 51% 5%

Request information not in report t5 5

Acquaint him with your work in area 17 3

Acquaint him with work of others in area 8 1

Request a copy of paper 23 13

Request reports of future work 11 5

Obtain reaction to your own work 13 2

Other 17 2

Type of Contact

Correspondence prior to convention 6 2

Question from floor of session 70 3

Discussion with author at end of session 5

Discussion with author on another occasion at convention 11 2

Correspondence following the convention 6 9

Other 11 1

Persons having or planning contact with at least one
--*author in the session attended

*Not appropriate to procedures followed in theee sessions.
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TABLE XII

RESPONDENTS' INVOLVEMENT! IN SAME SUBJECT-MATTER AkEA AS PRESENTATIONS

1967 Proceedings

Nature of Involvement in Area
Authors
N=153

Requestors
N=273

Attendants

t4153
Regular
t4=291

Prior to Convention

Conducted research 56% 36% 27%

Made an oral presentation at regional
or nationul convention 30 22 11 10

Published a journal article 34 25 13 14

Did a thesis or dissertation 19 16 6 8

Made other type of report 4 12 13 3

At Time of Convention

Conducting research 72 48 30 22

Planning to conduct research 29 35 30 15

Involved in clinical or applied work 22 19 53 6

Teachkg a course 27 22 15 16

Directing or supervising research 34 25 11 11

Preparing a manuscript for publication 47 31 11 10

Preparing own dissertation or thesis 6 15 11 3

Other activity 4 4 4 4

TABLE XIII

MODIFICATIONS RESULTING FROM INTERACTIONS SURROUNDING
CONVENTION PRESENTATIONS

1967 Proceedings

Authors
l'*153

Requestors
t*273

Attendants
Discussion Regular

1*53 N=291

Percentage of persons modifying in area
of presentation 28% 19% 33% 16%
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